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 Since 1868, Navajo self-determination has been marginalized by the unequal power 
relations between Navajo people and the U.S. government. Colonial relations manifests 
historically as an imposition of a forced livestock reduction, a grazing regime, and the uneven-
development in the Navajo Nation. A history of an imposed grazing regime and uneven-
development converge in the present to shape Navajo desires for development. Development in 
Indigenous nations is characterized as problematic for its function in extending and proliferating 
exploitive colonial relations. Thinking about the history of uneven-development and a grazing 
regime in terms of Navajo desire offers a vital lens to understanding how Indigenous people 
continue and navigate a settler-colonial present. Utilizing archived speeches, letters, and meeting 
minutes with ethnographic research, I explore how histories converge in the present to shape 
Navajo desires. Engaging with Marxist geography, Indigenous geography, and affective theory I 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 The Diné (Navajo) people have resided between the four sacred mountains that are 
located in so-called Arizona, Colorado, and New Mexico. The four sacred mountains named 
Dook’ooslid (San Francisco Peaks), Dibé Nitsaa (Mount Hesperus), Sis Naajini (Mount Blanca), 
and Tsoodzil (Mount Taylor) delineated the traditional boundaries of the Diné people. Within 
these mountains, Diné people lived according to their lifeways and philosophy until the colonial 
disruption. The history of colonialism and capitalism inform how Navajo people experience the 
present. The specific manifestation of colonialism and capitalism is the grazing regime and 
uneven-development that Navajo people experience throughout their daily lives. Jepsen et. Al 
(2015) defines a land regime as the legal, political, and other institutional arrangements that 
manage land use. The Navajo grazing regime is defined by the legal and political institutions that 
manage most of the land in the Navajo Nation that heavily favor grazing practices. Neil Smith 
(1984) and David Harvey (2019) show how uneven-development is a tendency of capitalism to 
produce developed and underdeveloped regions based on the pursuit of surplus value and its 
generation. Navajo Nation is an example of uneven-development between the Navajo lands and 
the surrounding areas. These histories, and the manifestations converge in the present with 
previous Navajo modes of being to produce certain desires of Navajo people. Navajo desires, 
although messy and contested, provide an opening to understanding how Navajo people navigate 
the settler colonial present with the intent of continuing themselves, their practices, and 
collective self-determination.  
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In 2017, I worked as a research assistant at Diné Policy Institute. Diné Policy Institute is 
one of the few Indigenous research think tanks in the U.S. Diné Policy Institute was established 
in 2010 to conduct research at the behest of the Navajo Nation Council and it is located at 
Diné College. One of the research projects that was conducted was a longitudinal study of a 
Navajo community, Shonto. The result was a paper that suggested land reform. We looked at 
how Navajo people experienced and understood the land regimes in their everyday lives. We 
conducted 48 interviews and surveys from around the community. We published a report 
highlighting the material conditions and experiences of Navajo people (Lister, M., Curley., A., & 
Parrish., 2018). This publication served as a policy paper for the Navajo government to consider 
and act upon. With the 48 interviews and surveys, I analyze how Navajo desires are produced by 
the Shonto history of uneven development and the grazing regime. Focusing on messy Navajo 
desires in development shows how infrastructure and land are dense with contestation and 
authority giving way to social conflict.  
Theoretical Significance: 
Settler-colonialism subordinates Indigenous lands and peoples to the settler state thus 
limiting Indigenous self-determination and Indigenous people's endeavors to create a future. 
Settler-colonialism operated to remove and replace Indigenous peoples to gain access to lands 
and resources (Wolfe, P. 2006). The historical process of colonialism places Indigenous people 
as an obstacle to its larger project. Indigenous people staying on their lands positioned them 
against the settler state (Rose, D.B., 1991). Colonialism continually redraws Indigenous territory 
and governance while subordinating Indigenous philosophies and authority (Tatum et al, 2014). 
Colonialism creates a separation between Indigenous self-determination and authority over 
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Indigenous lands. To do so, it operates on old ideas of Indigenous peoples as sub-human, 
deficient, and in need to dismiss any claims of authority over lands (Williams, R.A. 2005; 
Barker, J., 2005). The narratives evolve through time and continue to inform how Indigenous 
peoples and their lands relate to one another. Indigenous thinkers such as Coulthard (2014) and 
Leanne Betasamoke Simpson (2017) advocate for an Indigenous resurgence that centers 
Indigenous lifeways and traditional practices that are anti-capitalist and anti-colonial. They both 
center grounded normativity as a theoretical and practical means for Indigenous peoples to 
liberate themselves from colonialism. Grounded normativity is defined as a placed-based ethical 
framework that is ‘deeply informed by what the land as a system of reciprocal relations and 
obligations can teach us about living our lives in relation to one another and the natural world 
in non-dominating and non-exploitative terms- less around our emergent status as rightless 
proletarian’ (Coulthard, G.S., 2014, P. 13). Simpson (2017) adds that dimensions of Indigenous 
bodies as political orders to the ethical framework to counter the gender hierarchy that stems 
from colonialism. These notions of resurgence are generative to theorizing other worlds and 
paths to Indigenous liberation especially to the radical social movements of Indigenous peoples 
against colonial and capitalist extraction. Grounded normativity may speak to the practices of 
Indigenous people who are attempting to live by the ethical framework of land as something 
other than a commodity and resource while providing the foundation for an Indigenous land 
regime that counters land regimes produced by capitalism. Grounded normativity is defined as 
anti-capitalist practices with the land but for my project I focus on the Indigenous peoples who 
are not necessary espousing or engaging in anti-capitalist practices. Grounded normativity may 
explain a certain group of Indigenous peoples but overshadows the Indigenous people who are 
active in wage work and desire capitalist relations and development that resurgence thinkers may 
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find problematic and colonial. For this I focus on the Indigenous people engaged in the everyday 
that are informed by colonial and capitalist histories. Some desire more wage work, 
infrastructure, and development while others desire the opposite that are more in aligned with the 
grounded normativity posed by Coulthard and Simpson. Like Audra Simpson (2014), I trace the 
history of colonialism and capitalism that are grounded in Indigenous nations by looking at ‘their 
labor to live a good life’ (p.7). To understand how these histories of capitalism and colonialism 
inform the everyday of Indigenous people I look at the theoretical insight of primitive 
accumulation, uneven-development, and Indigenous desires in relation to Navajo history. What 
becomes apparent is a Navajo history of uneven-development and settler jurisdiction that shape 
what Navajo people desire. 
Colonialism in the Americas began with what Marx called primitive accumulation. 
Marxist geographer, Neil Smith (1984) writes that primitive accumulation was the first instance 
of the centralization of productive capital that ‘invades pre-capitalist sectors and areas only by 
capitalizing them and therefore by creating a new competitor’(p.17-178). The history of 
capitalism in the U.S. cannot be separated from colonialism. Coulthard (2014) writes ‘the 
historical process of primitive accumulation thus refers to the violent transformation of non-
capitalist forms of life into capitalist ones’ (p.8). Sai Englert notes that authors are connecting 
Marx’s concept of primitive accumulation and settler-colonialism (2020). Primitive 
accumulation can be read as a form of spatial control that limits and controls land use and 
authority that resembles the way the U.S. asserted jurisdiction over Indigenous lands. To achieve 
primitive accumulation, the removal of Indigenous peoples, certain policies were needed. To 
enforce policy related to Indigenous peoples and their lands, settler jurisdiction needed to be 
asserted. Settler jurisdiction, described by Shiri Pasternak (2017) as the ‘authorizing 
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authority’(p.12), structures a hierarchy of colonial authority over Indigenous authority. The 
settler state would be the entity that would authorize, recognize, and establish a limited 
Indigenous jurisdiction implying a dominating power dynamic between settlers and Indigenous 
peoples. Settler jurisdiction allowed for the creation of policies and regimes. U.S. policies 
became the vehicle for land dispossession to occur and for settlers to replace Indigenous peoples. 
Land policies, and the eventual regimes, were crucial to removing Indigenous peoples from their 
lands. The dominant land regime in U.S. Indigenous nations is trust land. The trust land regime is 
an paternalistic arrangement of institutions that limit Indigenous political authority in their lands 
because the land is held in trust by the Federal government. Rose Stremlau (2020) writes that the 
Dawes Allotment Act of 1887 was meant to transition Indigenous peoples towards civilization 
and foster settler values. The Dawes Act functioned to remove surplus Indigenous lands from 
Indigenous authority. Land regimes were enacted to foster change and practices associated 
with civilization and capitalism. Yet, after the frontier closed and most Indigenous peoples were 
relocated to reservations, land policies and authorities remained in the realm of the federal 
government. The dispossession characteristic of settler-colonialism became dominated by 
exploitation of Indigenous peoples and resources (Englert, S., 2020). Within reservations, 
Indigenous peoples and their lands were exploited and extracted. The violent process of primitive 
accumulation set the grounds for uneven-development between the settlers and Indigenous 
peoples. Another Marxist geographer, David Harvey (2019) writes that dispossession is an 
important characteristic of the history of capitalism and uneven-development.    
 
Neil Smith and David Harvey argued that accumulation by the capitalist class would 
produce uneven development between the sites of production and consumption. Neil Smith’s 
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(1984) theory of uneven-development utilized the metaphor of the seesaw to describe the 
movement of capital from developed and underdeveloped regions in pursuit of surplus profit.  
Uneven development, according David Harvey, is an inherent characteristic of capitalism. For 
capital to circulate, capital is invested into fixed infrastructures that provides circuits for capital 
while mitigating over accumulation (Harvey, D, 2019). Neil Smith (1984) writes ‘colonialism 
did function as some sort of spatial fix’(p. 187). There is an eerie resemblance to the solution of 
capital accumulation and the “Indian problem”, a spatial fix. The history of the Navajo Nation is 
a history of capitalism’s unevenness. The settler modes of production motivated the search for 
natural resources for surplus and surplus value production that would maintain and expand U.S. 
territory (Harvey, D., 2019, p. 92). As Glen Coulthard (2014) writes, ‘Territoriality is settler 
colonialism’s specific irreducible element” (p. 17), the capitalist modes of production needed to 
expand into Indigenous lands while removing Indigenous peoples and diminishing their political 
authority over lands they were relocated to. During the late 19th century, the U.S. operated to 
‘ensure open spaces within which surplus capitals in particular can move’ (Harvey, D., 2019, 
p.108) for its modes of production. The traditional lands of the Navajo people became a space in 
which capitalism finds its spatial fix. The uneven development arises from this history of 
capitalism. The Navajo Nation exported labor and energy for the benefit of surrounding cities 
and towns. The geography of capitalism shaped and penetrated the Navajo Nation and became 
embedded in their lives. After Indigenous peoples were spatially fixed to a region with land 
policies that were created by the Federal government with little to no input from Indigenous 
peoples. The land regimes structured the future of Indigenous peoples with restrictive practices 
and authorities that materialize in the daily lives. The land regimes in Indigenous nations make 
them favorable to certain modes of production that are extractive and harmful to Indigenous 
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lands (Coulthard, G., 2014). Indigenous academics note the limitations of Indigenous 
governments that reproduce nation-state models (Simpson, L.B, 2017), forms of political 
recognition and spatiality (Daigle, M.,2016), and development projects (Coulthard, G., 2014). I 
expand upon this by arguing that the ‘horrible stench of colonialism’ (Barker, J., 2005, p.26), 
and the horrible stench of capitalism, remain in Indigenous communities via the land regimes 
that are a limited form Indigenous jurisdiction. These land regimes are informed by the ongoing 
colonial structure that is transitioning Indigenous people away from their original life ways with 
violent effects on peoples, life ways, lands, and futures. The connection between settler 
jurisdiction, land regimes, primitive accumulation, and uneven-development define the history of 
capitalism in the Navajo Nation. David Harvey (2019) argues that daily life, or everyday life, is 
relevant to understanding capitalism. I extend this approach to understanding colonialism. If 
capitalism disorganizes the everyday lives of people (Berlant, L., 2011), colonialism 
disorganizes the lives of Indigenous people causing moments of disruption and transition. 
Berlant (2011) writes about the logic of adjustment which describes how ordinary people 
maintain and strive for a good life despite the failures of neoliberalism. Settler-colonialism is 
violent reorganization of Indigenous lives, practices, and worldviews that require Indigenous 
people to operate on their own logic of adjustment. Berlant (2011) notes the necessity of an 
affective understanding of adjustment that focuses on what people desire. These subjects 
maintain attachments to problematic objects in hopes that things will get better or lead to a good 
life. To desire an object is to feel attached to a ‘cluster of promises we want someone or 
something to make us and make possible’ (Berlant, L., 2011, 23). Desires for certain objects 
helps flesh out the logic of adjustment by centering how people are able to form attachments to 
objects that may no longer obtainable and thus cruel. These attachments are also informed by the 
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past. For Berlant, certain objects of desire are unattainable and cruel in the current state of 
capitalism. In contrast to this, I pivot to Eve Tuck’s reflection on Indigenous desire as a 
necessary step to dismantling settler-colonialism where desires for self-determination are seen as 
attainable and necessary.  
Thinking about Eve Tuck’s (2009) reflection, I focus on the desire-based framework that 
moves from the damaged center research and platforms Indigenous desires. The methods of Tuck 
examine and acknowledge the ‘complexity, contradiction, and the self-determination of lived 
lives’ (p.416). The everyday lives of Indigenous peoples is where histories converge (Berlant, L., 
2011). The way Indigenous people navigate and adjust to settler-colonialism, the logic of 
elimination and accumulative logic of capitalism, is revealed when examining the everyday 
experiences and how Indigenous people articulate their desires. The history of settler-colonialism 
in the manifestation of political marginality, land loss, and resource exploitation become the 
background for the everyday. The history of capitalism manifests in the uneven-development. 
These histories converge to produce a slow death and cruel optimism for problematic objects 
during a neoliberal transition (Berlant, L., 2011, p.10). The everyday experiences of Indigenous 
is the foreground of these colonial and capitalist backgrounds. Indigenous desire is a salient unit 
of study that is produced by histories of colonialism and capitalism that formed and reformed 
during the present. Berlant’s approach helps understand Indigenous desires for infrastructure, 
change, and self-determination are informed by current capitalist modes of production as well as 
previous modes of production or Indigenous modes of being (Coulthard, G., 2014). The previous 
modes of living influence current desires and fantasies. This is correct considering how 
Indigenous people’s traditional lifeways influence desires, ways of beings, and attachments to 
present day development projects. Attachment, or desire, to an object is one’s investment in 
 9  
‘one’s own or the world’s continuity’ (Berlant, L., 2017 p.13). Indigenous continuity of 
themselves, their practices, and worlds shape the strategies and desires in the present especially 
in one informed by settler colonialism where the world is unwelcoming to Indigenous peoples. 
Berlant’s logic of adjustment resonates with Indigenous theories of survivance (Vizenor, G., 
2009). Attachments in a settler-colonial present are felt differently by Indigenous peoples. For 
example, Navajo people develop anxiety due to land conflicts, excitement for infrastructure 
development, relief from potential public safety buildings, apathy towards government, and/or 
anger due to the limitations or reduction of livestock. Indigenous desires are not monolithic but 
contradictory and messy. Tuck and Berlant open up the discussion to take seriously the desires 
and demands of Indigenous people that begin with the everyday present but scaffold larger 
political projects such as Indigenous self-determination. 
Navajo Context 
During the 19th century, the U.S. encountered the Navajo people. The Navajo Nation was 
established in 1868, via a treaty with the U.S. Federal government, after the forced removal of 
the Diné (Navajo) people. The treaty of 1868 confined the Diné people to initial borders and set 
up responsibilities of the U.S. federal government. After the establishment of initial reservation 
borders, the Navajo people expanded their reservation in the early 20th century. With 
Congressional Acts and Executive decisions, the Navajo Nation reached the size of West 
Virginia. Despite having one of the largest land bases, the Navajo Nation has limited control 
over their lands due to the trust status of most of its lands. Trust land status limits tribal authority 
over land and establishes the authority within the Federal government. Enmeshed in this land 
regime is another, the grazing regime. Utilizing about definition of regime by Jepsen et. Al 
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(2015), grazing regimes in the Navajo Nation are the arrangements of institutions that include the 
Navajo Nation and Bureau of Indian Affairs that manage grazing land. The Navajo grazing 
regime is informed by conservation policies in the 1930s based on reports of overgrazing and the 
ensuing Federal government intervention. These grazing regimes set the conditions for 
development in the Navajo Nation with the use of grazing regulations, permits, and planning. 
Convenience stores, water lines, power lines, and other forms of development are hindered or 
stopped by the grazing regime. Grazing regimes are experienced by Navajo people in their 
everyday lives with dirt roads, lack of laundromats, lack of water, and incomplete power grids. 
The grazing regimes that decimated Navajo livelihood in the 1930s are being felt ninety years 
later. The grazing regime is a manifestation of settler intervention and imperfect jurisdiction 
while an institutional arrangement for uneven-development within and around the Navajo 
Nation. Richard White (1983) argues that Navajos were driven into dependency due to the 
construction and maintenance of the Boulder Dam. Navajo grazing practices were blamed for the 
silt that threatened the dam. With the grammar of overgrazing, officials framed the grazing 
problem as attributed to the deficiencies of Navajo people and their livestock and land practices 
while the solution was framed in terms of the market and productivity. The officials saw a 
technical solution to overgrazing, one that involved a market rationality, the values of 
productivity and efficiency, and a reduction in livestock.  John Collier, the Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs at the time, was the main architect and advocate for the overgrazing solution. He 
would lead a unilateral policy that would assert colonial jurisdiction over Navajo lands via 
livestock and grazing policies. To combat overgrazing, unproductive Navajo livestock would be 
eliminated thus allowing for a maximum yield of livestock and productive use of land. This type 
of calculus assigned death to certain livestock to save the land and people. Certain livestock were 
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unproductive and wasteful thus wasting the land. The code of waste functions to extend colonial 
administration (Gidwani, V., & Reddy, R. N.,2011) and designates lands and peoples as 
disposable (McIntyre, M., & Nast, H. J.,2011). In this case, grazing regimes operated to increase 
Federal control over lands and peoples while designated certain livestock as disposable despite 
importance to Navajos. Diné perspectives and lifeways were dismissed. Navajo opposition to the 
land policy and livestock reduction were characterized as "ignorance, blindness, laziness, and 
dishonest" (White, R., 1983. p.285). The dismissing of perspectives, knowledge, and practice 
includes the dismissal of Navajo desires and self-determination.  
The coding of the land as overgrazed, as we will see in Chapter two, provided a coding of 
Navajo people that undermined their claims for self-determination, jurisdiction, dignity, and 
sovereignty. The coding of overgrazing painted a narrative of wastefulness thus continuing the 
colonial project that alienates Indigenous peoples from their lands and lifeways with the 
extension of colonial jurisdiction in Navajo lands. The conservation policies of the 1930s did not 
prioritize the importance of sheep in Navajo lifeways and philosophy. The market rationality of 
maximum yield, efficiency, and productivity was imposed by the Federal government to replace 
the traditional values of sheep and land. It was these values that were used to undermine Navajo 
lifeways and jurisdiction over the land. The imposition of market values is an example of 
epistemic violence that accompanies the material violence of livestock reduction. The 
conservation calculus ignored the moral economy of Navajo people and inflicted more harm. It 
served as the foundation for the grazing regime that would transition Navajo people further into a 
capitalist economy which foster more unevenness in the Navajo Nation. Some sheepherders 
would accumulate more livestock and gain access to more lands while others would be forced to 
reduce and seek wage work to make up the loss. By 1945 in general wage work replaced the 
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other subsistence incomes. The 1930s demonstrate an example of grazing regimes being integral 
to transition of Indigenous people in a colonial project and the groundwork for uneven 
development via the limited jurisdiction and land use by the Navajo people. 
To understand how grazing regimes relate to Navajo desires, I examine the Navajo 
grazing regimes and their effects in a Navajo community, Shonto. Amid the growing calls for 
energy transition away from coal (Curley, A., 2018), land regimes become prominent pillars for 
transition. Grazing regime as an agent of transition helps understand how the conservation 
policies, of the 1930s, function to incorporate Navajo people into a more capitalist economy 
involving wage and resource extraction. Thinking through Michelle Daigle’s focus on the “every 
day geographies of resurgence” (2016, p.261), I look at how grazing regimes manifest in the 
everyday lives of Navajo people in 2017. In Chapter two, I argue that grazing regimes, and their 
necessary discourse, manifest as the product of colonial jurisdiction and capitalist values. The 
community of Shonto is where grazing regimes and uneven-development converge to produce a 
present that informs what Navajo people desire. I focus on the desires of Navajo people in 
relation development and wage work. Focusing on Indigenous desires will help research avoid 
the slippages, into rigid binaries of settler/indigenous, capitalism/anti-capitalism, and internal 
colonialism/decolonial. Analyzing the everyday reflections and insights of Navajo people reveal 
a desire for development despite its intimate connection to colonialism and capitalism. The 
research demonstrates that desires for development can be understood from Navajo people’s 
experiences, desires, and futurity. The embodied experience of Navajo people serves as a site 
where uneven development theories are in conversation with settler colonial theory. These sites 
complicate the rigid categories of settler-colonialism and uneven development.  
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Research design 
I explore how do Navajo grazing land regimes materialize in Navajo people’s everyday 
experience in the Shonto community. Shonto is one of a hundred and ten chapters in the Navajo 
Nation and experiences what most communities in the Navajo Nation experience in terms of 
grazing regimes. Grazing permits limit the number of sheep to a maximum of 350 sheep per 
permittee but permits are not always 350 sheep. This capacity was determined in 1937 and 
remains fixed to this day. Livestock that accounted for are allowed to graze and roam with no 
boundaries. Along with this, any form of development requires the approval of the grazing 
permittees. It is estimated that there are 10,000 permits in the Navajo Nation. Shonto has been 
the site of previous research conducted in relation to anthropology and economic studies.  I ask 
How grazing regimes materialize in the lives of Navajo people? How do they understand these 
regimes? What do they desire? How are their desires expressed in relation to job creation and 
infrastructural development? 
Our research project was planned to be a longitudinal study of the Shonto community 
from two previous studies. The first study was conducted by Williams Y. Adams (1958) and it 
was followed by another study by Williams Y. Adams and Lorraine T Ruffing (1977). We 
attempted to recreate their surveys but  authors were not available so we created surveys based 
on the data provided in both studies. After testing the questions at Diné college we decided to 
interview participants based on the survey questions while recording. We spent two weeks 
driving around the community seeking participants while using a map from the 1977 study to 
identify previous participants. To incentivize participants, we offered each participant a chance 
to enter a raffle. During multiple community visits, 48 semi structured interviews were 
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conducted in the Shonto community. These interviews were based on a 48 survey questions that 
would demonstrate the effects of land regimes on work, social relations, land relations, ideas of 
development, and practices. These interviews were structured by the questions but we let the 
interviewees work through their thoughts. After the interviews, I transcribed the survey 
responses for analysis. For my thesis research, I reread the survey interviews to analyze the 
grazing regimes and their effects in the community, coding the transcriptions in order to 
emphasize two objectives: 
1). To understand how the grazing regimes manifest in the daily lives of Navajo people 
and how they interpret the grazing regimes and its effects of the regimes. 
2). To analyze the grazing regimes in relations to the uneven development in the 
community.  
3). To analyze the participant’s desires and solutions to the effects of the land regime in 
their communities.  
  
I transcribe, code, and analyze the previously collected data in terms of grazing regimes, uneven 
development, and desire. I focus on how people interpret their material conditions in lieu of the 
questions and how they feel and experience these issues. In the 2017, we included the final 
section for the participants to express what they want to see in their communities. The two 
studies in 1955 and 1977 do not include data on how Navajo people interpreted and voiced their 
desires. I include an examination of 1930s livestock reduction in Navajo history in relation to 
how grazing regimes were established and discussed in the 1930s and 1940s.  
In the following chapter, I examine the history of grazing regimes and how they were 
produced in the 1930s by the federal government. The overgrazing discourse is part of a long 
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colonial discourse based on value, productivity, and modernity that excluded Indigenous people 
from meaningful assertions of self-determination. I examine the discourse of the overgrazing to 
show its material and discursive power in asserting federal authority, a violence livestock 
reduction, and the way Navajo leaders and people engaged with the discourse. Navajo leaders 
and people are aware of the political conditions of the 1930s and find ways of asserting a 
diminished form of sovereignty.  
In the third chapter, I reexamine the data collected in 2017 research project in relation to 
the former studies. I show how Navajo desires are produced by a settler-colonial present that is 
defined by grazing regimes and uneven-development in the Shonto community. The desire for 
infrastructure and job creation demonstrates a tension that arises from grazing regimes and the 
long history of uneven-development. Grazing regimes produce a landscape of contestation where 
development of infrastructure causes Navajo community members to oppose one another which 
can lead to social disruption. The authority of grazing permit holders can become an obstacle for 
infrastructural development that is necessary for some community members. Despite the tension 
over infrastructural development, most participants agree on the creation of jobs so that Navajo 
people can stay within their community. Indigenous desire is revealed to be a place-based 
emotion influenced by the lack of jobs and seeking of jobs outside the community. This has 
implications on the larger project of land reform. 
I conclude by considering what a land reform project would look like based on the 
findings. The desire for Indigenous lands, resources, and marginalization of Indigenous authority 
is a powerful affective characteristic of settler-colonialism. The desire to intervene in Navajo 
livestock and range practices was followed by a colonial jurisdiction that marginalize Navajo 
desire for livestock and traditional grazing practices. The desire of John Collier to save the 
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Navajo people caused him to ignore their calls for a just approach to overgrazing and ultimately 
causing a lot of harm in the process. The desire of Navajo people to protect their livestock, 
maintain a traditional practice, and assert their own form of living influenced their decision to 
resist and confront the grazing policies. The desire of Navajo leaders to assert and maintain some 
semblance of Navajo sovereignty in the policies is how they accepted, challenged, and argue for 
more Navajo self-determination in the face of a unilateral settler state. If grazing regimes were 
the product of colonial values, power, and jurisdiction that were not wholly informed by Navajo 
values and desires, what would a grazing regime influence by such things look like? What kind 





































CHAPTER TWO- A BRIEF HISTORY OF LIVESTOCK REDUCTION: FORMATION 
OF GRAZING REGIMES AND UNEVEN-DEVELOPMENT 
 
“I am thinking of our forefathers who had the first chance of nursing these sheep introduced to 
them. I think they were very patient and long-suffering. These men, instead of eating and using 
the sheep, they nursed them in such a way that they multiplied in great numbers. I feel they were 
good people in handling their stock so it would not disappear but increase on the reservation. It is 
from these same sheep that we got milk and flesh. To eat and it is from this same source that we 
got our livelihood and they have increased to this number today. We are being told that these 
ranger riders and supervisors are the best range and sheep men there are. I feel our forefathers 
were even better than these. They knew how to take care of these sheep”- Navajo Council 
Delegate, Tsehe Notah, July 5th, 1940. (Iverson, P., 2002, p.186) 
 
The quote demonstrates the resistance to livestock reduction and the discourse deployed 
to reduce the sustenance of the Navajo people. Tsehe Notah was a member of the Navajo tribal 
council that was established in the early 1920s and then reestablished in the 1930s. Tsehe Notah 
articulates the resistance to the previous livestock reductions and any future ones. It counters the 
paternalism, masked by scientific range management, that was used by federal administrators in 
discussions over livestock and grazing. The overall colonial paternalism was supported by 
colonial administrators claiming the land was over grazed, wasted, not being used to its 
maximum potential thus in need of serious technical, administrative, and political intervention. 
Tsehe Notah’s comment demonstrates the material and embodied importance of sheep in Navajo 
life that was devastated by the reduction in the 1930s. By the 1940s, Navajo people’s reliance on 
the subsistence economy was lessened due to livestock being reduced by half from 1,000,000 
(Kelley, K.B., & Francis, H., 2019). In the early 20th century, Diné began to transition further 
into a capitalist wage economy (Bsumek, E. M., 2008). It was accelerated by the grazing regimes 
that inspired by the livestock reduction and established in the 1950s. Notah’s commentary notes 
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the dignity of taking care of livestock prior to the livestock reduction. In this chapter, I examine 
the livestock reduction, the colonial discourse of overgrazing and the Navajo resistance, and the 
transition of Navajo people further into a capitalist system. I briefly narrate the history of the 
livestock reduction, the establishment of a grazing regime, and the development outcomes. 
Drawing from speeches, I show how some leaders accepted the over-grazing discourse and how 
others rejected it. The speeches and actions of Navajo leaders at the time demonstrate the 
discursive power of grazing, specifically overgrazing, in the lives of Navajo people. Finally, 
through the lens of grazing regimes as a historically specific form of settler colonialism, I 
examine the larger transition of Navajo people into a capitalist economy.  
 
“Overgrazing” in the Navajo Nation 
 
According to Lawrence C. Kelly (1970), the livestock reduction needs to be understood 
in relation to the transition of Federal policy prior to the 1930s. The policy in the early 1900s 
shifted towards assimilation of Indigenous peoples into a settler white society. The Western 
frontier was considered closed and the Indigenous populations needed to be dealt with. Part of 
this included establishing private property for Indigenous adults who demonstrated competency 
of a white male and the use of boarding schools. All of this would fast track the elimination of 
Federal responsibility over Indigenous peoples. It was this shift towards assimilation that gave 
rise to John Collier and his pluralist policy approach. After being appointed Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs in 1933, John Collier set forth with his philosophy of cultural pluralism where he 
attempted to reverse the paternalistic and assimilationist policy before him. Collier’s policy was 
inspired by his view of Indigenous peoples and the values which he saw as an alternative to the 
destructive individualism that grew with capitalism and industrialization. Collier’s romanticized 
view of Indigenous peoples was founded during his Southwest travel in the 1920s (Philp, 
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K.R.,1981). Despite his cultural pluralist approached to Federal Indian policy, his approach was 
top-down and ended up being coercive and forceful to achieve the livestock reduction. Collier, 
and other colonial administrators, used the power of the settler-state to follow through with the 
livestock reduction influenced by rational and scientific planning. Collier worked with the tribal 
council that was formed in 1923 to push for livestock reduction. The Navajo council of 1923 was 
established to sign off on natural resource extraction agreements, particularly oil. Collier felt that 
the 1923 Navajo council was a rubber stamp government that would expedite extraction 
agreements for mining companies and the federal government. Kelly (1970), Iverson (2002), and 
others (Philp, K., 1981; Parman, D.L., 1976; Kelley, K. B., & Whitely, P. M.,1989) show that the 
Navajo government was not a ‘yes-men’ entity for Collier’s administration. The creation of 1923 
Navajo Tribal Council (previously known as the Business Council), provided some expression of 
Navajo authority via resource extraction and federal monies. Despite the new form of Navajo 
authority, the Secretary of Interior still held authority over the council (Wilkinson, D.E., 2003) 
demonstrating a form of Navajo sovereignty that is diminished or partial in relation to the 
Federal government. Despite this diminished sovereignty, the Navajo Council would be a site of 
political contestation surrounding the livestock reduction and grazing until 1938 where it would 
be replaced with another Navajo Council that resembles the one today. The Navajo Council 
during the livestock reduction show how Navajo leaders were navigating and rationalizing the 
policies.  
The growth in population of Navajo people and their livestock prompted non-Navajos to 
regard the health of the land. With reports of overgrazing in 1930, William Zeh, a BIA forester, 
investigated and issued a report entrenching the idea of overgrazing but he did not recommend 
livestock reduction but land expansion (Wilkinson, D.E., 2003). In tandem with reports of 
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overgrazing, Richard White (1983) writes that scientists produced a narrative that Navajo range 
practices threatened the colonial infrastructure of the newly built Boulder dam with soil erosion 
and silt build up. The scientific reports deployed empirical evidence ignored the insight of 
Navajo people who had lived on the land. The discursive power of overgrazing materialized in 
1933 with the first voluntary livestock reduction. Marsh Weisiger (2009) writes about the 
reaction of Navajo people to the wanton violence towards their livestock they considered part of 
their existence. Between 1933 and 1935, the initial livestock reductions were voluntary but 
resistance built among the Navajo people and the second phase was involuntary. It was during 
this second phase that grazing regimes were formed with a limitation on livestock. 
Accompanying the livestock reduction, Collier used funds from the Federal Emergency Relief 
Agency, Civilian Conservation Corps, and the Soil Conservation Service to fund jobs and 
increased Navajo reliance on wage work rather than livestock (Taylor, G.D., 1980). These jobs 
included the construction of irrigation networks, infrastructure, and buildings in the Navajo 
Nation. The grazing regulations created a grazing regime that would be established in the mid 
1950s. It was through the creation and centralization of Navajo government and the overgrazing 
discourse in the government that provided an opening for federal jurisdiction over lands (Kelley, 
K.B., & Francis, H., 2019). This assertion of colonial intervention parallels the history of British 
power in India via the idea or concept of waste (Gidwani, V., & Reddy, R. N., 2011). 
Overgrazing, a register of waste, deployed a violent colonial project that caused immense harm 
towards Navajo people and livestock while transitioning Navajo people further into a capitalist 
wage economy. Navajo Geographer Andrew Curley (2014), writes that what follows the Treaty 
of 1868 is a political history of Navajo legibility where the settler state tactic is to make Navajo 
people easier to control via simplification and state formation. Considering grazing, it also hints 
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at a political ecological history of making Navajo and their relation to nature legible to a colonial 
capitalist order. Overgrazing becomes a means of tracing a dominant discourse that shaped 
Navajo nature relations, the creation of a capitalist space ruled by a value regime, the assertion 
and acceptance of colonial jurisdiction, and its role in uneven-development. Overgrazing 
discourse served to limit the authority of Navajo people over their lands.  
 
 
“Overgrazing” Discourse: a register of Waste  
 
Overgrazing discourse in the 1930s is a register of waste discourse that reinforce the 
jurisdiction of the settler state while accelerating Navajo people further into capitalist relation. 
Jurisdiction in this manner refers to the ‘apparatus through which sovereignty is rendered 
meaningfully’ (Pasternak, S., 2017, p.3). Settler sovereignty was extended into Navajo lands by 
the limiting of Navajo jurisdiction over their own land use, practices, and practices. As a result, 
capitalist relations, practices, and uneven-development became more prominent and pronounced 
in the everyday lives of Navajo people. Navajo people’s ability to decide what kind of 
development could occur in Navajo land was disrupted during this time. I draw from the work of 
Vinay Gidwani and R.N. Reddy’s (2011) article and Vinay Gidwani’s (2008) book chapter to 
provide theoretical insight into the discourse of overgrazing. They provide axioms to understand 
the material and discursive power of waste: waste creates difference, reinforces particular 
regimes of value, and disciplines the behavior of peoples and classes. The first two combined 
signify waste as a frontier of capitalist modernity. Their insight demonstrates that overgrazing is 
a recent manifestation of the waste discourse. When you combine these axioms with theoretical 
insight of settler-colonial studies it demonstrates how colonial jurisdiction is internalized by 
tribal governments. It helps understand how capitalist values worked in tandem with colonial 
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jurisdiction to transition a people further into a capitalist society. Their work covers the political 
function of waste in relation to capitalist accumulation and colonial spatial production. They 
examine the role of waste in India and European thinkers to detail axioms about waste as a 
colonial material discourse. Using the example of Locke, the authors demonstrate that waste 
becomes a measure of difference and modernity. Difference is measure by a peoples’ ability to 
create value from land via productive uses. Human labor is what transforms land into a 
commodity. Those who do not use the land productively are different, and valued differently. 
Following this, the authors write that waste is a ‘frontier’ for capitalist modernity (p.1626). 
Navajo scholar, Zoe Toledo (2019) writes about the land improvement demonstrations, in 
conservation sites, as sites discourse of progress and modernity. Toledo (2019) writes, ‘The 
solution arrived at by men like Collier and Bennet relied on continually performing the modern 
gesture of designating what is traditional by drawing a line between the progressive and the 
archaic and constantly moving that line. Within the act of architectural transformation, the 
station typology took on the dual role of signaling progress through novelty and control of the 
built environment, and of manifesting settler logics of preservation and development’ (p.5). 
Settler administrators and technocrats such as John Collier and Hugh Bennet worked to designate 
who is in and outside of capitalist modernity by using land demonstrations that would signal 
proper and productive land use verse wasteful land use.  
  It is the labor of people to bring objects and subjects into civil society for surplus value 
to be extracted. Waste serves a distinguisher between those who considered modern and 
productive as well as a justification for colonial intervention and jurisdiction. To sum up, waste 
has the potential to transform into value by “human labor and colonial stewardship” (p.1630). 
Diné activists and thinker, Larry Emerson (2014) would describe this commodification of nature 
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as “biocolonialism”; a strategy of neo-colonialism linked to scientific methodology and science. 
In terms of a settler colonial state, waste served to justify expansion because Indigenous peoples 
were not productive users of land and thus outside of modernity. Gidwani (2008) poses a 
question that sums up how a settler state operating on waste discourse justifies its expansion into 
Indigenous lands beyond the frontier, “How can a rational society allow land to lie underutilized 
or idle” (p.26). Waste produces a capitalist space that channels and forms the conducts and 
economies of Indigenous peoples (ibid, p.14). To maintain a capitalist space, Indigenous subjects 
need to be molded into subjects that would reproduce the practices and relations to sustain the 
space. The disciplinary institution that was necessary for the grazing regime would be the 
creation and establishing of a police force who would enforce the grazing regulations and keep 
order. This is demonstrated by the formation of the Navajo police during the 1930s. Indigenous 
peoples’ non-capitalist use of land placed them outside and the state worked to expand itself and 
assert control to extract surplus value. There is a desire to expand and extract the value beyond 
the frontier.  
Navajo lands were desired by non-Navajo livestock owners and mining companies. 
Settlers deployed the imagery of Navajo sheepherders as “lazy, unproductive, and incompetent” 
(Iverson, P., 2002, p.98) to limit Navajo claims to land and to reduce Navajo lands. These images 
helped with the project of perfecting the settler sovereignty over Indigenous lands via the 
elimination and/or limiting the jurisdiction of Navajo people over their lands (Pasternak, S., 
2017). These misrepresentations set about the discursive playing field of overgrazing as an 
attempt to complete settler sovereignty. The federal government collected data which only 
reinforced the idea of overgrazed Navajo lands and the disparaging misrepresentation of Navajo 
people. William Zeh, in 1930, stated that land should be added to the current lands to offset the 
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overgrazing but this policy was ignored. Additional lands were added in 1930 and 1934 but these 
were not for combating overgrazing. When John Collier became the Commissioner of Indian 
Affairs in 1933, he knew of the power and authority of the settler state. Captured during a 1934 
meeting with Navajo tribal leaders, Collier demonstrates that he can use the unilateral authority 
of the government: 
“In other words, your self-government in the most important matters is simply a matter of what 
the Secretary of the Interior wants you to have. He can take it away whenever he gets ready. If I 
wanted, myself, to dispose of your oil property in some way you did not like, I could tell you that 
either you would be abolished or you were going to give me unlimited power to sign away your 
oil property and I would have the power to do it (Deloria Jr, V., 2002, p.151). 
His commentary to the Navajo leaders illustrates, that despite being a pluralist alternative to the 
assimilationist approach of Federal government, he is still willing to use the might of the state to 
accomplish his goals. This commentary was the norm not the exception. Three years later, the 
livestock reduction would be no longer voluntary and many Navajo families would be forced to 
sell their livestock. In that same 1934 meeting Collier would deploy overgrazing as means of 
intervention on behalf of the Navajo people; 
“I just remind you that for a number of years, due to overgrazing, the Navajo reservation has 
been falling off in its productivity year by year, and the falling off has been more rapid as each 
year went by. That great areas of the reservation have been injured almost beyond repair already. 
That with respect to much more than half of the reservation, the soil is deteriorated so that it will 
take years to build it up again. And the condition in the years ahead will grow very rapidly worse 
unless something is done. So that in fifteen years or twenty years, if things go on the way they 
are, the Navajo reservation will have become largely a desert and no place to sustain human 
life.” (Ibid, p.160). 
 
These quotes from a colonial administrator to show the discourse of overgrazing and 
productivity and the jurisdiction of the settler state over Indigenous people. This idea of 
productivity land use extended to the animals as well. Bureau of Indian Affairs Superintendent 
E.R. Fryer would tell the Navajo Council in 1939 that his job entailed “to keep on the Navajo 
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range as many productive animals as possible” (Iverson, P.,2020, p.20). Collier’s two comments 
demonstrate the political jurisdiction for colonial intervention and the productive use of land that 
stems from a capitalist rationale. The Secretary of Interior, Harold L. Ickes, would say in 1933; 
“The aborigines in America are the least ‘Americanized’ of all groups, in the sense of 
assimilation to the dominant civilization in our society…In contrast to the earlier policy of 
attempting to reconcile the Indian and White civilizations by the breakdown of geographic and 
cultural boundaries, the present aim is a consolidation of Indian resources and the maintenance 
of organize and traditional patterns” (Pollock, F., 1984, p.153-154). The new policy was a 
softer form of assimilation that required Indigenous civilizing, or Americanizing, to participate in 
the larger U.S. capitalist space that expanded westward. To enforce the grazing policy and 
livestock, the Navajo Nation police force is established. These quotes demonstrate how the 
discourse of overgrazing served to channel and form a Navajo subject that fit within the larger 
capitalist space, asserted colonial jurisdiction into Navajo lands, and established a land regime of 
capitalist value that coded Navajo people as different. In the next section, I turn to how Navajo 
leaders and people engaged with the discourse of overgrazing via acceptance, challenges, and 
reconciled with it. 
Navajo Self-determination and Overgrazing: 
The discourse of overgrazing was accepted initially by the Tribal council as demonstrated 
by a letter from the Tribal Council in 1926 recognizing the need to remove surplus and “useless” 
horses (Iverson, P., 2002, p.7). Yet, in this letter, they state their responsibilities as leaders to 
persuade others to follow the plan; “We will go out among our people and try to them to agree to 
any plan along these lines” (ibid, p.7). This gap between Navajo leaders and the Navajo people 
becomes more apparent as Navajo people resist the livestock reduction while opposing and 
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criticizing their leaders. Some leaders such as Deshna Clah Cheschilliage and Tom Dodge 
articulated the complicated conditions of Navajo self-determination during this time. Deshna 
Clah Cheschilliage, during a speech in 1933, articulated the importance of land to Navajo 
identity while stressing the importance of working with other governments;  
“I want to try all I can to make these additions to our land. I believe in more land where we can 
graze our livestock freely. I believe in livestock and farming. I believe in practicing right long 
with the laws in the different states. There are Navajos living in four different states…that I 
know of and each state has different laws and I believe in practicing with the officials or officers 
in the different states because in time we Navajos will have to reside in those states in our 
homes. We have to adopt the laws of the state in which we live” (Iverson, P., 2002, p.165). 
Tom Dodge would have similar insight related to the overgrazing problem he saw in the same 
year; “We Navajos should organize in some ways or other to at least stop the process of 
erosion...We should not be driven to it by outside people” (ibid, p.168). These leaders recognize 
the nexus of land, settler jurisdiction, and Navajo self-determination. While confronting the 
uneven power relations, Navajo leaders felt it their responsibility to maintain some form of 
jurisdiction and thus self-determination. As the livestock reduction shifted towards non-
voluntary reductions in the mid 1930s, the opposition to settler jurisdiction crystallized and 
became more apparent. Some Newspapers captured the settler perception of an uprising in 1936. 
On May 29, 1936, a Durham North Carolina newspaper writes that “disorder and bloodshed” 
will breakout due to undefined land boundaries and grazing issues (Durham Sun). A month later, 
another newspaper reported the same conclusion of with a “warning of a violent uprising” 
(Greensboro Record). These accounts were inspired by what had happened at a community 
meeting in Kayenta, Navajo Nation where 250 Navajos gathered. The leader was a Navajo 
woman Denehotso Hattie. She scolded the Federal government officials and Navajo leaders for 
their livestock reduction policy (Weisiger, M. 2007). The issuance of grazing permits in 1937, 
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which established a maximum capacity of livestock for Navajo families caused further tension 
between Navajo people and the governments (Kelly, L., 1970). Apart from the Navajo 
government, Navajo people themselves were confronting the grazing regime enforcers. Women 
were the ones who expressed opposition to the livestock reduction and grazing regulations 
(Pollock, F.,1984; Weisiger, M., 2007). In an interview conducted by Floyd Pollock, a Navajo 
woman articulates her anger towards Collier and the material violence of the livestock reduction: 
“We have six children and can barely get enough for them to eat and we are better off than 
many…Eight years ago we had our sheep and were so happy and we knew we could give our 
children what they needed. Collier is at the bottom of all our trouble. Many of us are now 
paupers and we will all be if he stays in four years more…This may sound awful for me to say 
but I really hate John Collier…If Collier came out here on the Reservation today he would be 
killed for the people feel that he has ruined them even the morals of our children and we feel that 
would have a right to kill him” (1984). 
Weisiger (2007) frames Navajo women as the forefront opposition to the environmental injustice 
which are the livestock reductions and grazing regimes. Marsha Weisiger (2009) writes that 
Navajo experts, using Navajo cosmology, argued that the land was healthy yet suffering from a 
temporary drought but these were ignored and dismissed by colonial administrators. As a result 
of the growing opposition, the Navajo police force was established in 1937 to enforce grazing 
regulations such as failing to dip livestock, interfering with round ups, culling surplus livestock, 
reduce livestock, and branding livestock (Boyce, G.A., 1974). The police forces in and around 
the Navajo Nation would be accused of beating Navajo people for expressing opposition, 
falsifying charges, and jailing without trails and evidence (Pollock, F., 1984). Following this, the 
grazing policy set a maximum limit for Navajo families based on the land capacity. Many 
criticized this maximum limit as too small to support a family especially when jobs were not 
replacing the loss income of livestock. The actions of Navajo people forced Navajo leaders to 
become more vocal in their opposition to the Federal government. Navajo leaders still 
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articulating a form of self-determination asserted that grazing permits are important but it should 
be the Navajo people who determine the particular aspect of laws and policies. Four Delegates 
writing a letter to an Arizona Representative in 1940: 
“From a tribe self-sufficient and self-supporting, the Bureau is forcing us to become dependent 
upon charity for our subsistence. We only desire to be financially independent and make our own 
way…It is true that the Tribal Council approved the theory of grazing permits, and, above set 
out, we have no objections to grazing permits as such, but no authorization was given to the 
Indian Bureau to set maximum standards below subsistence levels; in fact nothing was stated in 
the resolution referred to about the actual details of the grazing permits” (Iverson, P., 2002, 
p.24). 
These Council members write that they accepted that grazing discourse and rational but wanted 
to establish the policy on terms they saw as appropriated. The letter reflects the comments of 
Cheschilliage and Dodge; the need to defend and assert Navajo jurisdiction in issues within their 
homelands even if Federal government acts unilaterally. In the early 1940 and 1941, Navajo 
people opposed the livestock reduction in Navajo communities such as Navajo mountain, 
Shiprock, Aneth, Toadlenda, and other areas (Iverson, P.,2002). In 1943 Chee Dodge, the son of 
Tom Dodge, passed resolutions that rejected the livestock reduction (Weisiger, M., 2007). In 
1948, the grazing regulations were suspended and the Navajo Council was responsible for 
devising a range management plan (Kelly, L., 1970).  In 1956, the Navajo Council would revise 
and adopt the grazing regulations and the Federal government would approve their decision later 
that year (Iverson, P.,2002). The Navajo Nation would gain some jurisdiction over their lands in 
the creation of grazing regulations but these regulations still resembled the ones put forth in the 
1930s and kept the same livestock capacity established in 1937. Settler sovereignty was not 
perfected due to grazing jurisdiction accepted by the Navajo government but the livestock 
reduction and the grazing regulations helped transition Navajo people further into capitalist 
relations.  
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Afterlives of Overgrazing: Capitalist Transition and Uneven-development 
 
Christina Sharpe (2016) uses afterlives to describe the persisting legacies of slavery in the 
U.S. I use ‘afterlife’ to denote the continuing legacy of a moment, discourse, and/or institutional 
arrangement. In this case I use it in relation to the overgrazing discourse of the 1930s and its 
legacies. Colonial institutional arrangements find enduring afterlives in an ongoing project of 
settler-colonialism. The afterlife of overgrazing is the forceful transition of Navajo people away 
from their traditional practices towards practices comprised of different practices and values. 
Larry Emerson (2014) writes that Navajo people exist in a “state of quasi recovery from 
colonialism or in a state of early decolonization” (p.54). This speaks to the liminal state that 
describes the ongoing transition from traditional economies of subsistence to a wage-economy 
that Navajo people currently exist in. The livestock reduction becomes the point in Navajo 
history where Navajo people are transitioned into a capitalist economy via an increase reliance 
on wage work (Iverson, P., 2002; Lamphere, L., 1970; Powell, D., 2018; White, R.,1983; Kelley, 
K. B., & Francis, H ,2019). With the increase participation in capitalist relations, uneven-
development becomes more evident due to the inherent tendency of capitalism (Smith, N., 1984). 
The overgrazing discourse produced a land regime that would complement the conditions for 
uneven development between the Navajo Nation and surrounding areas. Gidwani and Reddy 
(2011) demonstrated how uneven-development was produced by the waste discourse and 
practices in India. The uneven-development in the Navajo Nation did not begin with the 
livestock reduction in the 1930s but the process was intensified due to the loss of livestock, 
livestock gap between Navajo herders, and accelerated transition towards wage work. The 
livestock reduction further exacerbated inequality between sheep herders as some were able to 
accumulate more livestock while smaller herders were forced to sell or move into wage labor 
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with the policy of a flat percentage elimination for all herders. Yet, the unevenness continued 
with the policies of the Navajo Nation afterwards as it invested in wool production that favored 
large herders. As Lawrence David Weiss (1984) writes: 
“During at least part of the 1950s the federal government was paying a price incentive for 
production of over one hundred pounds by each herder. This was part of a national policy to 
promote production of such products. Nevertheless, such a policy contradicted the aims of the 
reduction on the one hand and benefitted only a small portion of all Navajos on the reservation 
on the other…The tribal government since 1960 has often catered to those with larger 
commercial herds through fiscal spending, against the interests of those without larger herds” (p. 
139). 
This era of Navajo history can be defined as an intensified moment of transition for Navajo 
people. As a result of the livestock reduction, large livestock herders could claim more land via 
the traditional use right leaving little land access for others who have smaller herders or no 
livestock at all. Uneven-development and capitalism in the Navajo Nation became more 
prominent in the everyday lives of Navajo people. On one hand, the livestock reduction was a 
period when Navajo subsistence practices were disrupted, ended, and or reshaped for capitalist 
accumulation. Navajo people could not herd their livestock as they once did or they choose to 
divert their attention to wage work to make up for the loss of subsistence. The livestock 
reduction is where Navajo material processes were “appropriated, bent, reshaped to the 
purposes and paths of capital accumulation” (Harvey, D., 79). Navajo people’s activity in 
capitalist activities such as wage work resonates with David Harvey’s statement, ‘capitalist 
activity is always grounded somewhere’ (78). Navajo people were being incorporated into the 
larger global system of capitalism through the forceful elimination of the livestock, government 
policies, and increase of wage work in and around their homeland. On the other, Navajo people 
resisted and challenged the reduction and grazing regimes through mass mobilization and 
dismissive attitudes and practices towards grazing rules. In other words, anti-capitalist activities 
were grounded as well. Navajo resistance resembles the ‘grounded normativity’ proposed by 
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Glen Coulthard (2016) where Indigenous peoples acted upon anti-colonial and anti-capitalist 
logics that are grounded in non-exploitative and non-dominating relations to the land. The 
Navajo herders who opposed the livestock reduction were acting upon a Navajo grounded 
normativity that valued the traditional practices of sheepherding and relationality with the land 
and livestock. Despite these two, land access became more difficult due to the grazing 
regulations that created unevenness in the Navajo Nation (Weiss, L., 1984).  
 
Conclusion: 
  In this chapter, I argued that overgrazing is a register of waste which had the material and 
discursive power to form and discipline Navajo peoples, assert and internalize colonial 
jurisdiction in Navajo lands, and produce a capitalist space and value. The discourse of 
overgrazing demonstrates the power behind the misrepresentation of Indigenous peoples and its 
ability to become normalized and accepted by Indigenous governments. The grazing regimes are 
the product of capitalist values, colonial jurisdiction, and Navajo assertions of limited but 
necessary forms of self-determination. The axioms of overgrazing in tandem with the insight of 
settler colonial studies demonstrates how Indigenous political authority is marginalized and how 
Navajo people are transitioned into a capitalist space. I include Navajo leader’s and perspectives 
to demonstrate how Navajo people engaged with the overgrazing discourse. Some leaders 
accepted the overgrazing discourse and rationale yet upheld their responsibilities as leaders to 
assert any form of Navajo self-determination whereas some Navajo people opposed the livestock 
reduction from its start. The afterlives of overgrazing are part of the history of colonialism and 
capitalism in the Navajo Nation. In the next chapter, I explore how desire is informed by the 
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grazing regime and a history of uneven-development and reflexively rethink the livestock 














































CHAPTER THREE: DESIRES, GRAZING REGIMES, AND UNEVEN-
DEVELOPMENT IN A NAVAJO COMMUNITY 
 
Shonto has come a long way from the isolated Navajo community that it was in the 
1900s. Yet in 1999, the Shonto government would become the first local Navajo government to 
be Local Governance Act (LGA) certified and it would lead the way for the rest of local 
governments. As a LGA certified chapter, Shonto would gain the authority of planning, 
development, and implementation development projects in the community. Since 2005, the 
Shonto government used its new powers to plan and conduct studies for development and take 
on business administrative authorities that were usually reserved for the central government. 
Recently, the Shonto community built a gas station and the process of building a motel to tap 
into the tourist economy. The settler-colonial grand narrative, genocide and land dispossession, 
becomes less coherent considering the recent projects of Shonto. As an ongoing project, settler-
colonialism has shifted towards marginalizing Indigenous authority. Grazing regimes produced 
and accepted by the Navajo government remind people of the diminished sovereignty of the 
Navajo Nation. Shonto’s history of uneven-development, and the colonial grazing regimes, 
produce and reproduce conditions that structure the everyday lives and experiences of the 
community members. Navajo people contest land authority, infrastructure development is 
hindered, and jobs are desired. As noted by Appel, Anand, and Gupta (2018), infrastructure is 
dense with social, political, and cultural meaning crucial to the everyday experiences of people. 
Infrastructure, and the land it is built on, are dense with Indigenous desires and futurity (LaDuke, 
W., & Cowen, D., 2020). The history of Shonto demonstrates a history of uneven-development 
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that has forced Navajo people to leave the community in search of jobs, demand infrastructure, 
and demand more control over their lives. The Shonto community helps illustrate how 
Indigenous desire and futurity are crucial to understanding how colonialism manifests in their 
lives. In this chapter, I analyze 48 interviews in a Navajo community, Shonto. The interviews 
were conducted in 2017 for Diné Policy Institute. We spent a total of two weeks driving in the 
community interviewing households about the grazing regimes, issues, and solutions. We 
knocked on doors, took wrong turns, stopped at dead ends, and asked for directions seeking any 
community member interested in participating. The 2017 research project was an inspired by 
research studies conducted in 1955 and 1972 to trace the social and economic changes over time. 
The 2017 research was to add additional data to produce a longitudinal study of the Shonto 
community. This chapter addresses uses the empirical findings of the three studies to address the 
question of grazing regimes. What became apparent was the relationship between the grazing 
regime, development and desire of Indigenous people. The data revealed a messy set of desires 
in the community that put members at odds and structured how they expressed desires for certain 
kinds of development. It helped demonstrate the ways settler-colonialism manifests in the lives 
of Indigenous people. 
 
Desire and futurity: 
The U.S. is built on the projects of land dispossession, enslavement, removal, and 
genocide. Christina Sharpe (2016) examines the temporality and afterlives of enslavement in the 
United States. Sharpe uses the metaphor of the wake to describe the temporality of the settler and 
imperial project and the Black subjectivities caught up in it. She writes “the U.S. racism cuts 
through my family’s ambitions and desires” (p.3). Temporality produces subjectivities that 
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extend beyond the emancipation of the enslaved and produces a space that still excludes and 
targets Black life. Katherine McKittrick (2013) focuses on the specific racial configuration of 
space and power of a plantation that develops in the present as an afterlife of enslavement. These 
authors write about the atrocities of the settler state to illustrate the temporality of them. Patrick 
Wolfe (2006) writes that settler colonialism is an ongoing project that acquires Indigenous lands 
and resource through the elimination of Indigenous peoples and their claims to land. This 
definition implies a settler temporality by reminding the reader that it is present and reproducing 
itself into the future. Extractive industries and the infrastructures become means of securing a 
settler future via material permanence (Wolfe, P., 2006). These infrastructures are what 
Indigenous peoples protest.   
In relation to the settler state, Indigenous people’s temporality are defined as pre-modern 
and outside of dominant capitalist economies (Radcliffe, S.A., 2020). As mentioned with the 
Gidwani and Reddy (2011), Indigenous people were located outside of modernity due to their 
land practices being deemed unproductive. The federal government made assimilation a core 
policy because they believed Indigenous people were temporally behind and in need of education 
and assimilation into white society. A tenet of settler-colonialism is that white settlers are ahead, 
most civilized, and progressive in society which is foundational to white supremacy (Bonds, A., 
& Inwood, J., 2016). As an ongoing project, settler-colonialism produces a present that is a 
combination of colonial and capitalist modes of living that are constitutive to Indigenous 
subjectivity (Radcliffe, S. A., 2020). The geography of settler-colonialism is laced with practices 
and relations that produce space and identity. These relations are material, cultural, political, 
economic, and embodied. Doreen Massey (2006) writes that identity and space are co-
constitutive revealing the intimate relations between the ongoing spatial production of an 
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Indigenous community and the subjectivity of community members in lieu of the forces of 
settler-colonialism. Along with the forces of colonialism and capitalism, it’s important to 
centralize the role of Indigenous practices in the production of space particularly in their 
communities (Barker, A., & Pickerill, J. 2019). These practices can be the land-based practices 
that demonstrate relationality of responsibility (Daigle, M., 2016). These histories of white 
supremacy, capitalism, patriarchy, colonialism, and Indigenous practices converge in the present. 
I refer to where these histories converge as a dynamic temporality, I call the settler present to 
articulate the histories involved. Following Daigle (2016) and Tuck (2010) I extend Indigenous 
practices to their participation in wage work, desires for infrastructure and everyday experiences. 
I think of settler-colonialism as an ongoing dynamic and transitional process leaving the 
possibility of Indigenous people creating the conditions for their future. Indigenous subjectivities 
are also the product of their practices and relations they maintain imperfectly. One important 
aspect of Indigenous subjectivity is the role of Indigenous desires.  
Indigenous desire counters the settler desire that is constitutive to the project of settler-
colonialism. Berlant (2011) writes that desire is key to understanding attachments to objects that 
are a ‘cluster of promises’ which entail a good life (p.23). These desires can be tiring and 
exhaustive due to the limitations of the current capitalist system. Material conditions and the 
forces at play are key factors in the shaping of desires and attachments. Eve Tuck (2010) begins 
her theorization of desire from the Deleuze and Foucault’s discussion of desire to connect it to 
settler colonialism. She (2010) writes;  
‘My work, also drawing from Indigenous knowledge systems, insists that desire accrues 
wisdom in assemblage, and does so over generations. Further, desire is both the part of us that 
hankers for the desired and at the same time the part that learns to desire (Tuck 2009). Towards 
this end, I will present a desire that is a departure from Deleuze’s desire; Desire is about longing, 
about a present that is enriched by both the past and the future; it is integral to our humanness. It 
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is not only the painful elements of social and psychic realities, but also the textured acumen and 
hope’ (p.644) 
The past and future construct the desires of Indigenous people in the present that is couched in 
the material and social conditions. The settler colonial present is textured, relational, and 
dynamic. It is in this present where Indigenous people experience settler colonialism and where 
desires are shaped and arranged. The history of political marginalization does not stop Eve Tuck 
from theorizing desire as a set of politics. Tuck (2010 writes; ‘I am ready for a politics of desire 
that observes desire as enjoying some/a lot of self-determination, even as its lines of flight ‘flee 
in every direction’. Desire, for my part, accumulates wisdom, picking up flashes of self-
understanding and world-under- standing along the way of a life. This wisdom is assembled not 
just across a lifetime, but across generations, so that my desire is linked, rhizomatically, to my 
past and my future’ (645). Indigenous desire is crucial for understanding the historical struggle 
for Indigenous self-determination that goes beyond the life cycle of one person and one 
generation. It is here where desire is connected to the grander theories of settler colonialism. 
Tuck provides an opening for analyzing Indigenous peoples navigation of settler colonial 
obstacles, strategies for continuity, and the construction for an alternative world and future.It is 
important to note that this project has an emotional and affective character in it. Settler-
colonialism, its institutions and settlers, desire the lands of Indigenous people for its use and 
settlements. White supremacy, as grounded material practices, operates on a desire for land that 
is constitutive to settler subjectivities (Bonds, A., & Inwood, J., 2016) Land is desired. Resource 
is desired. Indigenous peoples’ labor is desired. Settler-colonialism is an affective project built 
on the desires of settlers for Indigenous lands (Hunt, D., 2018). The desire even extends to the 
settler’s desire to become the native through performance of Indianness (Deloria, P.,1998). Tuck 
and Yang (2012) expand on settler desires by discussing the strategies to relieve oneself of guilt 
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or responsibility without address the project of colonialism. The geography of colonialism 
reveals a geography of settler desire. One particular aspect of that subjectivity that receives 
attention is Indigenous desire. Dallas Hunt (2018) writes that if settler-colonialism is a project of 
settler desire it is important to consider the work of Indigenous people who write about futurity 
and desire. Indigenous desires are articulated by Indigenous peoples whose lands are occupied 
and political authority marginalized. Indigenous desires are messy. Eve Tuck (2009) writes 
against the damage-centered research and damaging research that is predominant in Indigenous 
communities. In these research projects, pain and loss are the crux of social change without any 
context of colonialism, exploitation, land dispossession. When the study is completed and the 
researchers are gone, Indigenous people are left with the damage. As an antidote to damage-
centered research, Tuck proposes research that focuses on the desires of Indigenous people. 
Indigenous desires are informed and produced by the colonial project that are ongoing 
temporalities similar to the what Christina Sharpe (2016) describes as the wake. Eve Tuck and C. 
Ree (2013) write that desire “is a recognition of suffering, the costs of colonialism and 
capitalism, and how we still thrive in the face of loss anyway; the parts of us that won’t be 
destroyed” (p.647-648). Desires are the production of colonial, capitalist, and previous modes of 
being. These relations produce a complex and contradictory sense of desire that are ever 
changing. Tuck (2010) writes that desire is productive, wise, and smart. Desires inform politics, 
development, futurities. Tuck’s work on Indigenous desires works to show how the colonial 
present produces damaging research towards Indigenous people while also influencing how and 
what Indigenous people desire. Tuck’s insight helps understand the intimate relation between 
Indigenous desires, futurity, infrastructure, development, and land in the Navajo nation. The 
Navajo Nation landscape is full of extractive infrastructure; coal power plants, uranium mines, 
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coal mines, and border towns. Glen Coulthard (2014) shows how economic development 
projects further entrench Indigenous peoples into an extractive capitalist project. Development 
projects defined by capitalist value systems reproduce infrastructure and landscapes that extract 
resources for the settler state. LaDuke and Cowen (2020) write how extractive capitalist 
infrastructure such as oil and gas pipelines, described as Wiindigo infrastructure, function to 
crystalize and preserve settler extractive economies. The extractive colonial baggage of 
infrastructure makes it problematic. Yet, Navajo people still desire infrastructure despite the 
current capitalist development that conditions and uses infrastructure to serve colonial benefits 
rather than Indigenous peoples. Ashley Carse (2017) writes that infrastructure is a material and 
abstract assemblage based on a genealogical study of the term. The meaning of infrastructure 
changes throughout history and is contingent on how people interpret infrastructure in their lives. 
Infrastructure that would improve Navajo household conditions are not as prioritized as the 
extractive infrastructure for coal, uranium, and energy production. The Covid19 pandemic has 
shown the shortage in much needed infrastructure such as plumbing and broad band access 
(Purvis-Lively, C., 2021). Extractive infrastructure materializes in the everyday of Navajo people 
while households are in need of water and electricity. This is why Dana Powell (2018) argues 
that studies of energy politics and ecology in the Navajo Nation need to account for 
infrastructure. Infrastructure is associated with certain desires and projects that may not be 
aligned with Navajo people. Navajo people’s desire for infrastructure helps articulate Indigenous 
agency and subjectivity in a settler-colonial present. In the next sections, I will explore three 
different vignettes of Shonto community at different time periods. I focus on the economic and 
social changes of Shonto in these vignettes to give context to the interviews that follow. The 
1955, 1978, and 2017 vignettes show how the Navajo desire in Shonto is influenced by the 
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history of infrastructure and uneven-development. The vignettes illustrate why Navajo people 
desire jobs for their kids, local opportunities, and change in the land regime.  
Vignettes of Shonto Development  
Over sixty years, three research projects were conducted in Shonto. I draw from their 
empirical data to demonstrate changes over time. These vignettes show how the community has 
changed based on income, livestock practices, and infrastructure development. The three studies 
demonstrate how a history of uneven-development is important to understanding the desires of 
Navajo people in 2017. Lorraine T. Ruffing (1979) writes that the Navajo Nation, as a dependent 
and underdeveloped nation, is produced by the colonial relations and practices of Federal 
government. Though dependency theories are inscribed with a teleological path to progress and 
modernity, they provide a material analysis that helps identify power relations. Andrew Curley 
(2019) writes that dependency theory helps understand the incorporation of Indigenous lands and 
peoples into extractive projects. Geographers use the Marxist concept of uneven-development to 
account for the role of capitalism in producing unequal landscapes of power, capital, and 
infrastructural development. Uneven-development is how capitalism functions and reproduces 
itself; it is inherent to the extractive process of capitalism (Smith, N., 1984). Where there is 
development, under development must occur elsewhere. Development is denaturalized as isolate 
and shown to be relational geographical process between different regions. Uneven-development 
is apparent when examining the extraction of Navajo resource and profits of outside companies. 
Francisconi (2016) writes that in terms of oil, two billion dollars’ worth of crude oil had been 
exported from the Navajo Nation but the profit would exceed one hundred billion with the 
Navajo Nation only receiving three hundred million in royalties. He (ibid) would note that the 
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Navajo Nation is clearly underdeveloped in relation to the surrounding areas as profits were 
much smaller than what the market dictated.  
 
1955 
Despite the influx of money in the Navajo Nation, via the Navajo-Hopi Long Range 
Rehabilitation Act of 1950, Shonto residents were still relying on railroad work (Francisconi, 
M.J., 2016). The money from the Navajo-Hopi Long Range Act would create wage work for 
road, public school, health facilities, and development programs. K.P. Chamberlain (2000) 
describes the 1950s as the era when the Navajo Nation sought economic independence. The first 
study in 1955 by William Y. Adams is an anthropological study of the role of the trading post 
and trader during this economic context. Map 1 shows the Shonto community and the locations 
William Y. Adams was able to interview as well as some of the infrastructure such as roads, 
homes, and structures. 
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Map 1: Taken from Lorraine T. Ruffing’s study 
Adams (1958) was the first study of the community where he surveyed one hundred households 
in Shonto to understand the role of traders and their relationship with Navajo people. For the 
study, Adams breaks down the community into thirty-nine residence groups and one hundred 
households (see Map One). His study focused on the trader in the community as a carrier of 
culture and pertinent to cross cultural studies. The study demonstrates that the trading post is a 
site of contact between Navajo people, mercantile capitalism, and non-Navajo culture. It also 
illustrates the uneven-development of the Shonto community in relation to the Navajo tribe and 
settler society. Adams notes that in 1941, less than half of the community members had been 
away from the reservation (ibid, p.37). Once railroad labor was in demand, Navajo people left 
the Shonto community to seek jobs and incomes. In 1955, many men had temporary jobs but half 
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of Shonto’s income came from railroad work. Santa Fe Railway would be the main company that 
would provide jobs for the Navajo men in the community. William Y. Adams (1955) writes that 
80% of Shonto’s annual income was dependent on the outside (ibid, p.124). Shonto had no 
control over the income that was outside as opposed to the control of income that came locally 
from subsistence practices. This is followed by local sales, payrolls, crafts, and native enterprises 
which amounted to $56,744 or 34.1% of total income (ibid, p.198). 8.2% of Shonto’s income 
came from welfare programs (ibid, p.203) and the final 5.7% came from miscellaneous incomes 
(ibid, p.201). Shonto community did not have many local jobs but in 1955 the seventeen Navajos 
who worker locally contributed 12.3% of Shonto’s income (ibid, p.187). Despite the large 
income from wage work, these jobs were “subsidiary and supplemental” (ibid, p.155) and the 
traditional practices of farming and livestock maintained a standard of living. His collection of 
data on livestock and farming practices illustrates how Shonto community members were able to 
maintain their traditional practices. Thirty-seven of the thirty-eight residence groups had sheep 
and a sixth of Shonto’s income came from livestock sales. The traditional grazing practices were 
still intact and Adams believes the isolation of the community helped the community avoid 
enforcement of the grazing regimes and regulations. Despite the continuation of the traditional 
livestock practices, settlers still deem them “uneconomical and inefficient” (p.170). He adds that 
half of the 250 acres of dryland farms are in use and farming remains a pillar of income for 
thirty-six residence groups (p.176). Adams concludes his economic study of Shonto by writing 
that Navajo people were able to participate in non-Navajo culture and add to their culture 
without losing their practices or relations (p.122). His conclusions focus on the isolation of the 
Shonto community as a major factor for its preservation and addition of non-Navajo culture. In 
1955, the community does not have infrastructure for gas, electricity, and plumbing. Adams 
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writes that the trading post served to increase Navajo consumption of material goods while not 
producing more capital or wealth. It was through the trader in Shonto that the government could 
materialize in the lives of Navajos through the trader’s advocating for jobs and relief funding 
(p.523). It is also the trader who acts paternalistic toward the Navajo people (p.524). 
 
1971 
By the 1970s, the Navajo government was seeking royalties to support their enlarged 
social service network and to improve the material conditions of the Navajo people. One 
example being that Chairman Paul Jones choose to invest in electrical infrastructure, increasing 
public education, and local government (Chamberlain, K.P., 2000). The Navajo Nation became 
more engaged in the global market (Chamberlain, K.P., 2000), Navajo people and culture 
became less isolated and encountered more goods such as cowboy clothes (Bailey, G. & Bailey, 
R.G., 1986). William Y. Adams returned to the Shonto community in 1972 with Lorraine T. 
Ruffin. They conducted a study to track the sociological and economic changes from 1955 to 
1971. Map two shows the differences between communities with more paved roads, households, 
and railroads. They hoped to capture the changes during the sixteen years of “unprecedent 
modernization” (p.59). They write that Shonto has not experienced the same development as the 
rest of the Navajo Nation. Since 1955, a community center was built and the road was paved 
from Tuba City to Kayenta both of which were the result of the mining of Black Mesa south of 
Shonto. Navajo people have replaced the horse with the automobile and the tradition Hogan with 
modern housing.  
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Map Two: Map of Shonto in 1971. Taken from Lorraine T. Ruffins’ 1971 study. 
The population of Shonto grew by 51% from 568 to 913. The residence groups of 1955 increased 
from thirty-nine to fifty-one residence group and one hundred households to one hundred and 
thirty-one households. The authors compare Shonto’s per capita income of $724 to the U.S. 
minimum of $1,727 and it becomes clear that the Navajo community is experience uneven-
development (1972). The authors note that the growing population of Shonto causes an effect of 
overcrowding on land. The overcrowding becomes more apparent when considering that all the 
Shonto land is being used for grazing. They argue that overgrazing has increased from 25% to 
113% from 1955 to 1971. Despite the growth in sheep holdings, sheep populations are outpaced 
by Navajo population which reduce average herd size from 93 to 83(p.72). Since 1955, there has 
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been the creation of local permanent and temporary jobs which has allowed Navajo people to 
stay closer to home. There is an increase on the reliance on welfare income from $13,598 in 
1955 to $124,728 in 1971, a 900% increase. In summary, the authors describe Shonto 
community’s transition as “change without progress” (p. 80). These two studies show how the 
expansion of historical capitalism was porous and uneven in its attempt to incorporate Navajo 
people (Bush, C., 2014). The ineffectiveness to pull Navajo people further into wage work 
allowed Navajo people to prioritize traditional practices. The Navajo economy may have become 
more intergrated with the national and global market but Shonto residents were still able to 
balance their wage work and traditional activities.  
 
2017 
In 2017, Navajo researchers returned to Shonto for a longitudinal study and collected 
empirical data about the community (Lister, M., Curley., A., & Parrish., 2018). I pull from this 
empirical work to demonstrate an ongoing story of uneven-development that persists. They 
attempted to interview the same one hundred households but were unable to identify the same 
households. They interviewed and survey 48 households. The results show that 67% of the 
participants had lived off the reservation (ibid, p.28). 46% of the participants were unemployed 
at the time (ibid, p.30) combined with the fact that 43% self-reported that they made less $10,000 
for their yearly income (ibid, p.28-29). These findings resonate with the unemployment rate of 
the Navajo Nation which was 48.5% in 2021with an average household income of $8,240 
(Navajo Nation Department of Agriculture). When asked about overgrazing in their community, 
57% believed the land is overgrazed (ibid, p. 32) and only 45% still owned livestock (ibid, p.32). 
In line with perceptions of the land, they asked participants if they continue farming practices, 
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only 44% said they continue farming practices (ibid, p.33). The main difference between the 
2017 and the former two is that the Navajo researchers planned to ask how Navajo community 
members interpreted the land regimes, development, and conditions in their community. They 
attempted to have Navajo people articulate and express solutions to the problems they see fit. 
The glimpse into the Shonto community is coherent with the narrative that Navajos are engaging 
more in wage work, living and traveling off the reservation, and not participating with the 
traditional livestock and farming practices. This narrative helps understand the desire of Navajo 
people for jobs and infrastructure. The 2017 provided ample research for understanding the 
complicated relation between land regimes and development in their community. It helped 
demonstrate how Navajo desire revealed the ongoing Navajo values that were not eliminated by 
wage work or the uneven-development. In fact, many believed that development would help 
maintain those practices and relations. It would be difficult to understand what Navajo people 
desired without considering the histories of grazing regimes and uneven-development. 
 
Land and Infrastructural Development: 
Land is crucial to Indigenous sense of place and ontology (Daigle, M., 2016). In many 
ways it determines how Indigenous people perceive, plan, and act to shape the future. Due to 
extractive economies, Indigenous lands were tied to market forces and extractive politics which 
limits and shapes the future of those lands while producing Indigenous subjects who desire to be 
free from such markets (LaDuke, W., & Cowen, D., 2020). Tuck’s (2010) description of desire 
as messy, complex, wise, intergenerational, and ever changing becomes more visible when 
studying how grazing regimes are used to express the conflicts between community members. In 
the case of the Navajo Nation, the lands are overlaid with a grazing regime that influence the 
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desires of Navajo people and their future use of the land. The grazing regime established in the 
1950s place immense authority in hands of individuals who hold the grazing permits. This 
authority to control land use is summed up by a Shonto resident (2017); “Yes. Livestock, they 
think they own the land. They said, “we’ll be the one who chase you out of here. ‘We want you to 
move’, they told me. I said, ‘only if you pay me how much it costs to live here’. Despite the land 
being held in trust by the Federal government, denying any arrangement of private property in 
the Navajo Nation, some Shonto residents assume that grazing permits are similar to private 
property. The current grazing regime is comprised by conservation policies, ideas of private 
property, and notions of traditional use- rights that cause social contention in the community. 
Land conflict was recorded by Lawrence David Weiss (1984),  
“A former tribal employee involved with labor, economic development, and planning on the 
Navajo reservation has observed that only about five percent of all families have ‘real access’ to 
land…This same informant notes that competition for land has become fierce on the reservation 
in recent years, often because a large holder attempts to expand at the expense of small holders. 
According to this informant, a recent survey of Fort Defiance Hospital (a hospital on the eastern 
half of the reservation) outpatient clinic records, and tribal police indicate a dramatic rise in 
physical violence such as beatings as a result of land dispute. This informant estimates that 
approximately seventy-five percent of tribal court hearings involve cases connected with land-
use disputes” (p.140-141). 
 
Land conflict was noted by many of the Shonto residents interviewed in 2017. Another attributed 
the grazing regime to why “everybody is fighting over this little piece of land” (Shonto Resident, 
2017). The minimal access to land has created a sense of land scarcity for Shonto community 
members. Livestock was shot, people get into physical fights, and the police were called many 
times. It is when Navajo people talk about grazing regimes that desires of grazing permit holders 
are perceived to be antagonistic to those who desire infrastructure and development. As one 
participant said, “There is hardly anyone that lives here. We just need power lines and paved 
roads. There is someone always against all that and we don’t get a power line. A lady lives way 
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down there. She says she does not want power line. We need to get power lines up to here” 
(Shonto resident, 2017). These permit holders can approve or deny necessary infrastructure for 
community members. Infrastructure is understood as objects and projects that are necessary for 
the community wellbeing. Despite the association of infrastructure and wellbeing, there is still 
folks who do not approve of infrastructure because it may interfere with their livestock grazing 
routine. Another Shonto (2017) resident lists the important infrastructure to affect the children in 
the community; “What we want is a power line up here and a nice paved road. We would like to 
get water as well. It is supposed to come with water. These days we have to travel thirteen miles 
to get water in Shonto. The road gets really bad especially when it is windy. We need a good 
road because we have school buses that come here. My grandson gets dropped off here. We get 
big snow. The bus gets stuck out there. The main thing is light, power line, water, and paved 
roads”. The quote describes a complicated relation between grazing regimes, infrastructure, and 
desire. As described in the previous chapter, the grazing regimes are the product of colonial 
history of colonial jurisdiction, violent livestock reduction, and the diminished form of Navajo 
sovereignty. Their origins were embedded with the idea that Navajo people were unfit stewards 
of the land and needed intervention. The uneven-development in the Shonto community is 
partially produced by the colonial land regimes that position community members against each 
other. The grazing regimes cause conflict between family members, and neighbors to the point 
where guns are being fired, livestock is harmed, and occasionally violent episodes. “I mean 
people… they’re going to say, “oh that’s ours”, a lot of complaints. Land dispute actually, that’s 
the biggest problem, land dispute…they'll say this is where I use and all that. Infrastructures like 
they’re going to build a house or some store there, these [grazing permit holder] are the one in 
the way. They say this is where I graze and all that. That’s when everything kind of stops, that's 
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part of it” (Shonto Resident, 2017). The land regimes have caused some Shonto community 
members to position the grazing permit holders as antagonistic to development; “…my opinion 
they need to do away with it. Cause it infers with a lot of infrastructure and ever since I 
remember could have been a lot of things could of been built and it just takes too long just for 
one person” (Shonto participant, 2017). On the other side of the grazing dispute, participants 
who held the permit did not see it that way. The saw the permits as a necessary political 
expression of Navajo sovereignty and a means of claiming land.  
“How the government started us off, the only way we’re holding down the land is with grazing 
permits. Once we give that up, we only have our one-acre homesite lease. So, I would like to see 
the reservation as big as it is and be operated by the Navajo people. They’re even scaring us 
saying that Trump wants to get rid of grazing permits because we’re not good farmers. We’re not 
good ranchers, we’re not doing anything. Most of the grazing permits are inactive. If we do have 
livestock, they are not managed” (Shonto Resident, 2017). 
 
Grazing permit holders did not see themselves as obstacles to development for other community 
members. In some ways, they put forth an alternative land authority that belongs the Navajo 
people as expressed in the previous quote.  Others view their livestock practices and authority as 
obstacles but not for their community members; “What I heard from the politician is that the 
livestock holds the land and to the people. The white man will take the land, they’re going for the 
natural resource, if you don’t have livestock.” (Shonto Resident, 2017). They see themselves as 
obstacles to federal paternalism and capitalist extraction and in some ways defenders and users 
of the land. These quotes demonstrate the messiness that are produced by a grazing regime 
produced and established by the Navajo government. The colonial entanglement (Dennison, 
J.,2012) of these land regimes produce messy and contradictory desires of Indigenous people that 
can lead to conflict and violence among Indigenous community members. Desires produce 
politics even in the smaller communities, Shonto residents express dissatisfaction, annoyance, 
and exhaustion when certain government development projects are approved without their 
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knowledge. One resident (2017) said, “Everything is already planned and all they do is say “this 
is what’s happening”. They don’t tell you that until it is already happening. We are not being 
notified in advanced about things happening in the community. Everything is pre-planned or 
already in progress” and another (2017) expresses the feeling of alienation at local government 
meetings. Shonto residents express feelings of ‘civic dislocation’, a feeling of distrust in the 
government to provide and pursue the interests of their citizens, as described by Elizabeth 
Hoover in her work with the Akwesasne community (2017). Civic dislocation for the Shonto 
residents is a form of political alienation from their local, Shonto, and larger government, the 
Navajo Nation.  Yet it becomes more complex when both grazing permit holders and non-permit 
holders share the same desire; keeping people within their community with job creation. 
 
Navajo Desire and Job Creation: 
Shonto has experienced uneven-development throughout its history. In the early 1930s 
wage work was supplemental to the maintaining of Navajo lifeways (Adams, W.Y., 1958).  It 
allowed Navajo people to engage in wage work without a loss of culture. In contrast to Lawrence 
Weiss’s (1984) thesis that capitalist penetration would tear Navajos from their communal 
economic activities such as herder, farming, and hunting, Navajo people still managed to use 
temporary wage work to maintain their traditional activities. J.P. Shepard (2004), when writing 
about the Hualapai peoples, notes the use of wage work in “ways that made sense to them as 
distinct group of people with important belief and values” (p.210). Wage work is used a means 
of cultural continuity. Navajo practices such as farming and livestock care were still the 
predominant means of subsistence. In the 1970s, wage work became more localized which 
allowed for Navajos to stay closer to their communities. Navajo used welfare incomes and wage 
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work to stay closer to home that counters the dominant logic of the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
which believe education would foster a desire to “set economic values over social values” 
(Adams, W. Y., & Ruffing, L. T., 1977, p.80). The operating assumption being that Navajo 
people and their value system were in need of transformation. To the federal government and the 
administrators of Bureau of Indian Affairs, work would discipline and transform Navajo people 
into workers ready for a capitalist modernity. Despite this, wage work remained an optional 
supplemental choice for Navajo workers who wanted to maintain traditional activities and 
relations in the Shonto community. This use of wage work fits the description that O’Neil writes, 
“Navajo people met their sacred responsibilities as well as the demands of the capitalist 
workplace” (2004, p.2). Navajo workers expressed a subjectivity that was troubling for the 
binary of premodern/modernity, capitalist/non-capitalist but a complex set of relations informed 
by colonialism, capitalism, and traditional value systems. Andrew Curley (2019) shows how a 
Navajo subsistence ethic is reconceptualized in relation to the growing labor regime thus 
showing how a capitalist work ethic did not eliminate Navajo social relations that are defined by 
ceremonial responsibilities and traditional values. Navajo desire for local jobs were not to 
accumulate wealth but served to maintain other responsibilities. The desire for local jobs speaks 
to the ‘strong sense of place’ of Navajo people who resist moving away from traditional 
homelands (Curley, A., 2019., p. 78). Desire is shown to be a placed-based phenomenon. This 
idea of desire with placed-based characteristics is demonstrated by the 2017 interviews. The 
participants have mentioned that they have lived off the reservation mainly seeking jobs and 
education. Development of infrastructure, public services, and job opportunities are intimately 
connected to the idea of staying within traditional homelands; “As for here, we already have 
what is necessary but for the communities in the back that should be considered. They need road 
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improvement, power line and water extension. Paiute chapter is part of our chapter and they 
don’t have electricity or water. My family wants to help them… There is a lot of people out there. 
Some of the people move out because there is no job. They move out and seek jobs” (Shonto 
Participant, 2017). The material conditions of uneven-development become the context in which 
Indigenous desire is expressed and acted upon. Even with increased education, Navajo 
participants demonstrate a desire to return to their community permanently so they can maintain 
relations and practices. In general, these responsibilities do not disappear when Indigenous 
peoples leave their homelands (Daigle, M., 2016). The desire for job creation is articulated by 
the hope for the younger generation staying and living in the community. Community 
development is intimately connected to a desire for the youth to stay in the community; “If it 
would provide jobs for the younger kids that would be great, because we got a lot of kids that are 
just staying at home and doing nothing during the summer, I would prefer them to do their own 
job and trying to learn like skills for the future” (Shonto Participant, 2017).  Despite the 
expression of political alienation, civis dislocation, Shonto community members still expressed 
hope that a more accessible and decision-making power could be placed in their hands. In 
development projects, the politics informed by desire are contested by different community 
members. For any development to occur in the community land must be withdrawn from the 
community’s use. Community members would vote to approve and deny the development 
projects in the community. The act of using land for projects, not related to grazing, is 
understood as a process of removing land from the access from the community members. Many 
of the respondents said they would support the land withdrawal of land if it meant that it would 
provide jobs, public services, stores, and infrastructure. Many of the participants identified the 
youth and the elders as the beneficiaries of these development. “We need something that benefits 
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the youth. NYC, kids working for the chapter house. The kids were walking up the road picking 
up the trash. Building ramps for people, renovations, and stuff like that would help the elderly” 
(Shonto Participant, 2017). The participants articulated their desire for development such as jobs 
and infrastructure with forethought that the development allow workers to stay within their 
homelands. The participants linked the care of the older community members to the work of the 
younger generation. The link also demonstrates a cultural responsibility of Navajo people to take 
care of the older generation showing how Navajo value systems were eliminated by 
individualism (Lloyd, L., 2013). Participants repeatedly mention the creation of care work 
opportunities and care workers for the elders in the community. A common experience in Navajo 
communities is the younger generation leaving their homelands in search of jobs and 
opportunities as mentioned by a participant who responded to the question of job creations; “It’s 
probably good for young people. When they need a summer time job. When I was growing up 
there was none. It would be nice to work close to home” (Shonto Participant, 2017). Shonto 
community members expressed a desire for job creation so that Navajo people would stay in 
their community. Some residents viewed wage work as a means of keeping the youth in the 
community but this did not entail the continuance of livestock care. One resident (2017), “Do 
away with grazing permit, ten years from now were not going to have grazing permit. Some of us 
we don't care it’s just a piece of paper. All it means have more animal running around that's all 
it means. They need to do away with it and starts building something, if it’s going to benefit the 
community my god build it”. Expressing the desire to get rid of grazing permits and livestock 
practices because of what the meaning they attach to grazing practices such as its position as an 
obstacle to community development. The land question in the community is a very touchy 
subject in which many different attitudes, emotions, and desires surface. Yet, it would be 
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difficult to understand these differences without the background of the capitalist/colonial history 
of uneven-development and the grazing regime. These histories it manifests in the daily lives of 
residents since the early 20th century as the lack of jobs and infrastructure. The history of 
uneven-development in Shonto influenced how Navajo community members expressed and 
rationalized their desires. They wanted job creation under the idea that it would keep families in 
their homelands. Others wanted infrastructure such as public safety, water and electricity, roads, 
and wifi. These desires would ultimately call into question the dominant land regime, grazing.  
 
Conclusion: 
I showed that Navajo desires are messy, contradictory, and coherent with traditional 
values while being produced by the settler-colonial present. Navajo people experience settler 
colonialism through the grazing regime and the long history of uneven-development. 
Infrastructure and land are dense with desires and Indigenous futurity that become more visible 
when discussing development in Navajo communities. Interviewing Indigenous people and their 
various desires show how colonialism is still present in their everyday lives. The uneven-
development in the community informs why Navajo people desire job creation. Shonto residents 
attach meaning and futurity to the job creation in the community by viewing job creation as a 
means to counter the movement of Navajo people out of the community. It also shows how 
Indigenous people are able to use uneven-development and wage work to their advantage as a 
strategy of continuity and adjustment. Folks expressed apathy, exhaustion, and even alienation 
from the lack of participation over their community’s land use and development project. This 
‘civic dislocation’ (Hoover, E., 2017) is a political manifestation of the colonial jurisdiction 
limiting an Indigenous peoples and the community’s self-governance. The grazing regime 
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produce opposition between community members, contestation, and different desires over land 
use. By starting on the ground and listening to the desires of Navajo people, a complicated 
connection between uneven development and grazing become more evident. The nexus of 
uneven-development and the grazing regime revolve around the Navajo land question that relate 
to the history of genocide, colonial jurisdiction, and land dispossession. Ultimately, these issues 
cannot be solved without addressing the looming questions of settler-colonialism. Yet, the 
analysis of Indigenous desires for development reveals a subjectivity that goes beyond simple 
binaries of anti-capitalist/capitalist, grounded normativity/colonial normativity, and 
traditional/non-traditional. Many residents expressed mixed desires for the combination of 
different development schemes and activities. Recently, the Shonto community broke ground for 
a new hotel to capture the tourism economy. Navajo President Jonathan Nez remarked on the 
development as a “vision to empower” local leaders and a means “to create a local economy to 
sustain jobs and revenue for our people” (Office of the President and Vice President, 2021). 
Reflecting on the chapter, the history of Shonto, the President’s remark shows that history of 
colonial jurisdiction and uneven-development are still influencing the actions of Navajo people 
and their leaders in the area of development. Similarly, to Marx who started with the commodity 
to elucidate a theory of capitalism, beginning with Indigenous desires reveals an intricate 
network of power dynamics, histories, and practices of continuity that are grounded in the daily 
lives of Indigenous people. Indigenous desires give life to Indigenous peoples in settler-colonial 
studies where the focus is on the threat of land dispossession and political marginalization. It also 
provides some peeks into what decolonization could look like for Indigenous peoples. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: WHAT IF? - TAKING INDIGENOUS DESIRES SERIOUSLY 
Eve Tuck and Lauren Berlant’s writing on desire in relation to capitalism and colonialism 
helped rethink the importance of Indigenous desires in relation to the settler present. Berlant 
(2010) located her theory of cruel optimism in the transition from Keynesian capitalism to 
neoliberalism. Desires for a good life were met with new conditions and modes of production 
which caused people to reform desires while in transition. I expand upon this by thinking of 
settler-colonialism as a transition period for Indigenous people where formations and struggles 
are always dynamic. It is in this transition period where Tuck (2010) reflected on the messiness 
of desire and the potential behind Indigenous desires. Navajo desire is crucial to understanding 
how settler-colonialism manifests in their everyday lives. Navajo desire is place-based that is 
informed by relations to homeland and relatives, the histories of uneven-development and 
colonial grazing regime, and previous modes of being.  
The Navajo experience in 20th century provides an important understanding for how we 
may critique capitalist uneven-development and colonialism while formulating new ideas of 
decolonization. Beginning with the history of Navajo livestock reduction in the 1930s, I argue 
that present grazing regime is structured by a discourse of overgrazing that operates on a logic of 
capitalist modernity that positions Navajo people and their practices outside of modernity and in 
need of intervention. The discourse of overgrazing functions to extend colonial jurisdiction in the 
daily lives of Navajo people and their lands. The afterlives of the discourse and grazing regime 
complimented the capitalist forces in furthering Navajo people into capitalist relations, practices, 
and value systems while couching uneven-development in and around the Navajo Nation. 
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Overgrazing as a register of waste helps facilitate the desires of a settler state to assert control in 
reservations. Waste may be the shadow of value (Gidwani, V., & R.N. Reddy, 2011) but it 
develops an affective characteristic when applied to settlers, a desire to extract value. The 
expansion of the settler state into Indigenous lands can be seen as desire to accumulate the value 
of lands for the benefits of the expanding settler population and their desires as well. Scholars 
such as Andrew Curley (2019) demonstrated how water was valued by the U.S. states verses 
how Navajo people valued water which transcended the western notions of value and 
commodification of water. There is grounds for studying why Indigenous people desire land and 
for what reasons that are articulated more complicatedly than development. 
The livestock reduction served as policy to transition Navajo people into capitalist 
modernity which intensified change for Navajo people quickly with much uncertainty. These 
histories of uneven-development and colonial jurisdiction provided the background for Navajo 
desires to be formed and reformed with new ideas, practices, along with previous modes of 
being. Years later, the legacies manifest in the desires of Shonto community members whose 
particular history is marked by uneven-development and the grazing regime. Many residents 
expressed the desire for infrastructure and job creation as solutions for keeping people living 
their community as a form of continuity in spite of the changes going on in the Navajo Nation. 
Navajo desires were informed by traditional values and material conditions that were expressed 
as development for infrastructure and job creation for Navajo continuity. Development and 
infrastructure are problematic in a settler-state due to their production and reproduction of 
colonial relations to land and peoples (Coulthard, G., 2014; Laduke, W., & Cowen, D., 2020; 
Simpson, L. B., 2017; Wolfe, P., 2005). I have shown that Navajo desire is crucial to 
understanding how settler-colonialism manifests in their everyday lives. Navajo desire is place-
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based that is informed by relations to homeland and relatives. In some ways, Navajo people 
express some notions of grounded normativity (Coulthard, C., 2014; Simpson, L., 2016) but not 
entirely fixed in that normative category. Navajo experience in the 20th and 21st century 
complicate rigid analytic boundaries.  
 Desire as a crucial analytic opens up discussions about self-determination. The issue of 
problematic development and infrastructure are in relation to the capitalist and colonial 
extractive processes not informed by Indigenous values. Rather than being used for exporting 
value off the reservation, for the benefit of others, infrastructure can be planned, created, and 
used for Indigenous desires and value systems. The infrastructure produced by Indigenous values 
and desires could be used to counter the material and political legacies of capitalist extraction 
and colonial jurisdiction. The desire for infrastructure and development are not solely issues of 
economic disparities but can be traced back to the political marginalization of Indigenous people. 
This is why settler colonialism focuses on the land question. The networks of political authority 
stem from relations with the land. Desire takes previous modes of being into consideration. 
Desire does not discard desires based on whether they are traditional, capitalist, or colonial. 
Desire as an analytic accepts Indigenous people as they are while being informed by the histories 
that produce different subjectivities. The desires of Indigenous people to have more authority in 
their community’s development project and land use speaks to the history of colonial 
jurisdiction. The desire for more infrastructure and job creation that functions to care and support 
speaks to the history of capitalist uneven-development where profit dictates who gets 
infrastructure and services. The desires of Indigenous cannot be separated from the current 
material conditions and modes of production in existence. Since colonial intervention, 
Indigenous people assert authority over their daily lives. Indigenous people will strategize and 
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mobilize to resist in mass or assert authority via Indigenous governments or federal positions. 
Political struggles can inspire, exhaust, and/or leave people feeling alienated. These experiences 
are felt and reflected upon by Indigenous people to entrench or reform previous desires which 
prefigure politics and actions. The politics of desires are continually changing. Tuck (2010) 
demonstrates that individual desires are crucial but cannot be understood without context. The 
lack of context reduces individual Indigenous desires to isolated and atomistic. The context of 
Indigenous relationality to humans and non-humans expands desire beyond the individual. The 
intergenerational aspect of desire locates desire outside of one individual’s life time. Indigenous 
desire is best understood as accumulative and relational that extend beyond individual space and 
time. It is the collective desire of Indigenous peoples that individual desire is best understood. 
Most residents in Shonto articulated development as a means of continuity of Navajo people in 
general. Accounts of individual desire give rise to a shared desire for the collective self-
determination and the continuity of a peoples in a settler colonial present. Decolonial critique 
already moves beyond western notions of development but decolonization cannot be entirely 
defined as a return to traditional practices and relations. The decolonial project can be a project 
of Indigenous people exercising self-determination with jurisdiction and authority over their 
internal and external affairs. A decolonial project would entail the ability to form and reform 
relations and practices based on values and knowledge. A decolonial project would take 
Indigenous peoples as they are and form political struggles based on the material conditions and 
desires of Indigenous people. Just as desires are messy, a decolonial project would be messy, 
dynamic, but generative.  
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I decide to end on some serious questions that relate to Indigenous desires. Some have 
responses, some of the questions have openings for discussions, and others may not have 
theorization yet. What would a grazing regime that was influenced by Navajo desire look like? 
How would Navajo sovereignty be expanded if Navajo desires were centered? What jobs would 
exist in the Navajo Nation based on Navajo desires? Where would the jobs be located? What 
types of development would be produced by Navajo desires? Melanie Yazzie (2018) provides a 
look of development grounded in Navajo values and desires that would counter the hegemony of 
capitalist development. What would be the function of infrastructure if they were based on 
Navajo desires? What would land reform look like informed by Navajo desires? LaDuke and 
Cowen (2020) write that infrastructure would be less cannibalistic and serve Indigenous peoples’ 
needs rather than function as networks of capitalism and colonialism.  What if the desires of 
justice for Missing Murdered Indigenous Women, Girls, and Two Spirits were taken seriously? 
Rachel Presley (2020) writes about the use of art activism to bring awareness to Missing 
Murdered Indigenous Women to increase pressure for ‘enforceable legislation grounded in 
structural change’(p.104). What would happen if Indigenous desires for full authority over their 
lands, courts, and people were taken seriously? What modes of justice would manifest? 
Raymond Austin (2009) writes about the importance of implementing Navajo tradition and 
values into a court system as form of self-determination and alternative to the colonial court 
system. What would be the implications of taking seriously the calls of Indigenous people for 
lands to be returned? Andrew Curley and Sara Smith (2020) write about the need for the 
geography discipline to take seriously treaty claims and tribal sovereignty. What kind of future 
would be produced if the Indigenous water protector’s desire for no pipelines were to be taken 
seriously? Nick Estes (2019) writes that the pipeline protest offered an alternative space, action, 
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and practice to a colonial future where infrastructure impedes Indigenous life and lifeways. What 
kind of economies would exist if Indigenous peoples’ desire were fulfilled? Navajo scholar, 
Jennifer Denetdale (2016), writes about the consequences of uneven-development between the 
Navajo Nation and bordertowns that are violent and exploitative. What would Indigenous desire 
look like unfettered by the settler-colonial present? What would happen to the settler-state if 
Indigenous desires were expressed and exercised in its full capacity? What if Indigenous desires 
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Appendix 
The following questions will ask about your demographic: 
1.  What is your age?                   
2.  Gender?    
3.  Are you head of the household? 
o Yes 
o No 
o 4. What is your highest level of education? 
o Less than High School 
o High School/GED 
o Some college 
o AA/AS/2 year 
o BA/BS/4 year 
o Other:  
5. Are you a veteran? 
o Yes 
o No 
6. What is your marital status? 
o Single 
o Domestic Partnership 
o Married (At what age did you marry?            ) 
o Divorced (At what age did you marry?           ) 
o Widowed (At what age did you marry?           ) 
7. Are you from Shonto? 
oYes, how long have you lived in Shonto?            
oNo, why did you move to Shonto? 
8. Is your family from Shonto? 
oYes 
oNo 
9. Have you lived anywhere other than the reservation? 
o Yes, Where have you lived? How long did you live there? 
oNo 
10. How many people live in your household?    
o How many are employed? 
o How many are under 18?  
11. Can you estimate how many Chapter meetings do you attend in a year? 
12. Are you a registered voter? 
o Navajo Nation 
o United States 
o Arizona State 
o All of the above 
o None 
The following questions will ask about your labor: 
13. Are you employed? (Mark answer [e.g. Employed] then ask follow up the questions down 
the column) 
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13.a Employed: Self-employed or Work for wages? 
13.b What do you do for a living? 
13.c Where do you work? 
13.d How long have you been unemployed? 
13.e. How long have you been unemployed? 
13.f What was your last job? 
13.g Where did you work? 
13. h How long have you been retired? 
13. i What was your last job? 
13. j Where did you work? 
14. Have you ever worked for the government (like tribal, county, state, or federal)? 
o Yes 
o No 
15. Are you currently a student? 
o Yes 
o No 
16. Have you ever worked with coal? 
o Yes 
o No 
17. Can you estimate your yearly income? 
oLess than $ 10,000 
o$ 10,000 – $ 19,999 
o$ 20,000 – $ 29,999 
o$ 30,000 – $ 39,999 
o$ 40,000 – $ 49,999 
o$ 50,000 – $ 59,999 
oMore than $ 60,000 
18. Do you commute to work? 
o Yes, what is your commute time? 
o No 
19. How much do you spend on gas per week? 
 
The following questions will ask about your welfare and wages: 
 








oI don’t know 
21. Do you receive any assistance from the Navajo Nation? 
o Yes 
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o No 
22. Do you receive any other forms of income? 
o Yes 
o No 
The following questions will ask about your land. 
23. Do you live in a NHA housing? 
o Yes 
o No 
24. Do you have a house site lease for your property? 
oYes, Whose name is it under? 
 
oNo, why don't you have a home site lease? 
 
25. When was your house built? 
The following questions will ask about the presence of livestock on your land: 
26.  Do you own livestock? 
oYes 
oNo 








oOther:                      
28. Where do you get water for your livestock? 
29. Are you listed on a grazing permit? 
oYes, who is the original permittee? 
oNo 
30. What is useful/difficult about the grazing permits system? 
31. Do you think there is overgrazing in your community? 
o Yes 
o No 
32. Do you think the Navajo Nation should issue more grazing permits? 
oYes, if so, who do you think should manage grazing permits? 
 Chapter government 
 Central government 
oNo 
33. How often do you let your livestock graze? 
34. How far from your household do you let your livestock graze? 
35. Do you use your livestock for food (e.g. butchering sheep)? 
o Yes 
o No 
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36. If you have sheep, do you sell their wool? 
o Yes 
o No 




The following questions will ask about the agricultural uses of your land: 
38. Do you farm on your land? (If no, skip to #41) 
oYes 
oNo 









40. Do you sell your crops?  
o Yes, if so where? 
o No 
41. Do you know of a community garden? 
The following questions will ask about your socioeconomic status. 
42. Have you pawned last year? 
o Yes 
o No 
43. Has any of your family pawned something of value in the last year? 
o Yes 
o No 
44. Have you lost any thing of value in the last year from pawnshops? 
o Yes 
o No 




o Pay day loan 
o Pawnshops 
o Other: 
46. Which of the following do you have in your house?  
oIndoor plumbing 
oElectricity 
• If so, how do you receive power? 







oOther:                      
47. Do you have a bank account? 
oYes 
oNo 
48. How many vehicles do you own? 
49. How do you feel about tourism for economic development? 
50. What kind of facilities/services do you want for your community? 
51. What kind of jobs/opportunities do you want for your community? 
52. Under what conditions would you agree for land withdrawal from your grazing land? 
o Payment 
o Jobs and opportunities 
o More roads, power lines, water lines, gas lines, or infrastructure 
o Other: 
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